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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: JULY 16. 2005/ASADHA.25. 1927 

ELECTION COMMISSION OF INDIA 

New Delhi, the 1st July, 2005 

O. N. 77. —In exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (1) of Section 13A of the Representation of the 
People Act, 1950 (43 of 1950), the Election Commission of India in consultation with the Government of Jharkhand hereby 
nominates Shri A. K. Basu, LA. S. (JH: 1976) as the Chief Electroal Officer for the State of Jharkhand with effect from the date 
he takes over charge and until further orders vice Shri A. K. Pandey, I. A.S. 

2. Shri A. K. Basu shall cease to hold and hand over forthwith the charge of all or any charges of work under the 
Government of Jharkhand, which he may be holding before such assumption of office. 

3. Shri A. K. Basu while functioning as the Chief Electoral Officer, Jharkhand shall not hold any additional charge 
whatsoever under the Government of Jharkhand except that he should be designated Secretary to the Gov eminent in 
charge of Election Department in the State Secretariat. 

[No. 154/JH/2005-P. Admit] 
B y Order 

STANDHOPE YUHLUNG. Under Secy 

M ferft, 1 i 2005 

OT. 3T. 78.— 1950 (1950^143) ^fft m (l ) TriwTf 

ri Margin TTcT. ^ETRTvT, 1988) °Ft 

nrihsr ri amTRft f ?ra» % fprq, wtimz urn % Wr srfwft- t 1 

2. sft ^ft. smRtpr, TFstem wft mm rt fo^ft % m^ rifn rt m*\ 

prtrt m ^ ^rr mm ^ m*\ m rit § i 

3. 9ft *ft. rn. -5^7 fmftm ^#Fnn? ^mmmA ^^rftans tthtr% stm Pcrir *ft mm 

3+filficfd fPRPT Vm ftf fT^MH f^RPI % R^frft, *K«bR 

f^PTt I 


[ri. 154/Rt.^ft.xr5r./2005-^T. ERTRR] 

3TTt7T ^ 




New Delhi, the 1st July, 2005 

O. N. 78.— In exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (1) of Section 13 A of the Representation of tire 
People Act, 1950 (43 of 1950), the Election Commission of India in consultation with the Government of Chhattisgarh hereby 
nominates Shri B. L. Agarwal, I.A.S. (CG : 1988) as the Chief Electroal Officer for the State of Chhattisgarh with effect from 
the date he takes over charge and until further orders. 

2. Shri B. L. Agrawal shall cease to hold and hand over forthwith the charge of all or any charges of work under 
the Government of Chhattisgarh, which he may be holding before such assumption of office. 

3. Shri B. L. Agrawal while functioning as the Chief Electroal Officer, Chhattisgarh shall not hold tiny additional 
charge whatsoever under the Government of Chhattisgarh except that he should be designated Secretary to the Government 
in charge of Election Department in the State Secretariat. 

[No. 154/CGH/2005-P. Admit] 
By Order 

STANDHOPE YUHLUNG, Under Secy 


M fewft. 7 2005 

ot. 3 T. 79 *— m: } frofc •' femim mm -ft* mrm fam rht, 2004 

% mv (2) fafa f foe TnwnfW-w«k "m ^ (3) ri* -ft '^ t (4) ^ hrr 
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16, 2005/3TTTO 25, 1927 

PiqN=H cT5^ WTT 3T*qqf, VlfilPrfV?^ 1951 TT«TT <TSH «RTX^RTJ f^FFTf USTCT 3Ttf$RT Wpjft 

% KiJ-R ( 5 ) RSJT «^r5ici Piqfqn °qq| cfi] #en qlfisw 3RFF>?T T$T "t ; 

sfa, R?T:, 3T«rfCpif % fWxH STFftn 3RT ^Tt% ^UWrffll % %Q[ '3JR Tr r 3T*TRT 

^l<=h<u| f -ett ^rt ^ (q^K^>r^% <Hi*ft , i ^>t' z tf'*fttoht^ 7 r?t % 

f^> <5*1^ HI'H <s t w ■3TH T FK'Rn ■%■ 'feTT 4*1 ^ hhIki ^TT°T RT ^TT^f^FT ’l^T % ; 

<5TcT:, a?R, ^TFTFT RRT 10-^>% •<H3'H< U I *¥^ UH u ft %^TFR (4) *¥ fafaR^ ^rfaRpjf ^ 

^R^%RT'faRftTP*T/RR <1^ <*1 f^H^Ffl <H^1 fa**R mR^% ^ STTT^r^t niOo 

^ cffa 'M ^ % f^TCT Pklin mIPhci rr?tt % : 


WTVft 


sP. 

Piqiqq fqq* ,J l 

ft*4FT H'4T fifr 

sfvT U 3TR TOf 

ftqN*i d^ ofr^ 

^T RTF R RXT? 

Pk^oi ^T c m< u i 

0) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

( 5 ) 

1. 

f^TPT'H*HT% 
■fax* rtruf ftqi^H, 

2004 

14—WTTR 

ClHl ^ft 4 ll<H G t> c U'S, 

wh-#tM, ite-Rtw, 

TOp>-WlH fTOT-WTC, 
HS RP?I 

3rR% wif Rrr Ft 

<^<ai qiPaci ^ITPFcT 1 

2, 

—■ >#— 

22 —'ilirarel' 

9ft ^FFR f*FTT 

f^n, 17 / 21 , 

#w 'stsr to, 

RFRI'T. 15, id qi'JlK, 
•5^-400 003 


3. 

—■ wr— 

47— 

^ Wlifex T £F& TcFT, 

3TR.^ft. TOR?' 5 !. 18, 

RFRT i. 205, $*k14H 

3TRRTM % RRT, 

"WcM, 

■tpff-400 074 

— 

4. 

5. 

— ■*#— 

— 

— 

87—filK^tel 

%\ ^TT^, 

^vRTT ^T. 21, ^FT ^ ^FR, 
Hld^ RIFT, ^H^3TRt fte, 
'g^-400 088 

5=oqi<n «i5is<., 

-^N>, ftF^SI, 
TO?ftcT-ftp513fel, 
fTOI-g^, 4W? 1 

— 

— 

6. 

— ci^— 


m '^r^K RP!i w, 
T*TR-ite-r?K^'Sl, 
clg^cl-rVK^Sl, 
fror-g^t, H^KI^I 

— ■^t— 

7. 

— 


qiHiq< RTfFPTRRTR 

55 37T^f owdl-il, 
n»K1sl5l, TOFftrT-fTT^^T, 
fror-g^, W? 1 

— ^t— 
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( 1 ) ( 2 ) 


8. fFFH ‘HFT % 

“Rtq; ^rr^rrr^r 


92 — 


9. —F#— 




10. —F#t— 


130— fij'Hfcild 


143 — 




144 —zrzm 



9ft ■gfarc FHHldM, 

4, 3rfWT M ^VIti<fl, 

FT5T STWft, 

faRKWiH i 

^T. *ft. TJRT. 

cT^ftR-^TR^T, 

H$KI^ I 
9ft 4#R3TT 

f<sis<*>) qKS'l'iiq, 

<1$fftR-^TTFR ; 

ftTcTT-^eFTTF, 

WRP? I 

9ft TFKt 
RFFT-'JlHi!, 

'q^:- T Nt, 

fiTcTT-FFf, H^Kl^ I 

4^-W-F7FFTTF, 
^ftR-I^PTW, 
fFRT-FFf, I 

9TT 3T^Tt^ 

(TFTT T Teft, 

WW I 

9ft FF <IH < Hl<in, 

f^RT-H^TTT, 

9ft f?F^ WlftlF 
RFR-ftfe-Wt ^FR, 
(?nf^RT^).. 

FT^-f^-Fn^RT-441 904, 
FTW I 

9ft Wf TFTF^ 

WFT-ftlclH "FR, HMt 

Fte-cistftd-HMl, 

r^i-^Ki, 

RoklR ! 


3FT% Piqi-q-l F>T *ft 
<rl <a t qiRad ftf^FTWF I 




—— 


— 


—F^t— 


—F^t— 


-F^t— 


—FT— 


>|l I kill >141 I *1 Ml-* 1 t II 1 **H 
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(1) 

. (2) 

is) 

(4) 

(5) 

17. 

2004 

144—^i'SMK 

WFT-'s^n wi, 

ftT^T-H^KI, 

w?l 

snft fW-*n '®rof ^ft 

^3T ^f<3d TSRft ftt 3TOW^I 

18. 

— 

isi— arairt 

$ft 

■RFTT^T^ qis^i, 

far-3J- T T5farteft, 

H*RI*4 1 


19. 


154—<l^<i 

$ft TR^RT <J4>KIh41 

Frf ftfe <niqei, 

H’sl, 'Cki4 *T. 52, 

WTFSJ 1 


20. 

— FFf— 

158— 

9ft <=hiq^ *nPi«t>, 

WMItffHHfl, 

w?i 

—'• 

2» 



9ft FlSRWTtfft #=RTft, 
WFT-ftTT^-^faT, 

^F^fteT-'f^^, 

■f^ToTr-^R^, 

RSRI*? 1 

—FFf— 

22 . 

— ■*#— 

— Wf— 

<=bl^*fi, 

TSTPT T Tte-tJ«HK, 
FF^T-1^, 

FiKni-'q -*;$<., 

H^KI^I 

—^Ft— 

23. 

—Wf— 

172— 

9ft ^i!^ FtTT, 

T«TPT- T fte-' I TT^T, 
cik^-M^T, 
f^TeTT-'ll^'S, 

rfkf? 1 

—' wr— 

24. 

*- 

174—"5^ 

9ft Hlftcil feefTM, 

‘‘FiFcrr-ftFra” 

Tj^r.anirat % Fra 

Hiefh'k, aiMI^'lli 
T^UF-h)^ F FT^- 

airaitsfrm^ 
f^r-'FTF, FFTTP? 1 

—^ft— 
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0) (2) (3) 


(4) 


• 25. HSKIti ftUFT7ftT% 
ftft Piqi-qi, 

2C04 


26. —' i #— 


27. — 


28. —Wt— 


29. — 


30. — 


31. —' 


32. — 


33. — 


193—3ft'lNI< 
(ifsMH ) 


216—7ftftJ7 'i'll 


—■^Ff— 


217—TTMI^W 
(3717) 




218—3717 TTIelTft 

( ^ “iH. ) 


-^ft- 


220 — 


—q?7— 


■q^r-13, ttt- 13 
’STT^ Irff 3^, 

3fU'IMK, I 

Sit STF 1 ^, 

«T 7 ifftn fta, 

74 -ft^q w, 

77 W 37 , 

M$KI« I 

aft 4K‘fU ftrc 37^*7? 

585, 

H^Kiy I 

?ft 7T37T 3cFT7T TPT^, 
T^Hft 153 37171717ft 
HFT7»n Tte, 

77tcTPJ7, ftftlft I 

5tf 1 ft. TTlfe? 

554 ftf H J l<rHKft3, 

TTTftft. ftHTIft I 

%t ftftt 3UcHRH 5^I7R, 
ft71FT3. 267/159, 

■ET5T7 ftft, 7ftft7 ^3, 
H^KIM I 

?fl #771Tft ftlft# ftffeft, 
7^m-wft, 

f^TeTT-tflciiJT, 

H^ Kr^ I 

# ^£F\ f 

T-;' 

TITtTi 

i 

T TPT^r^To‘ TT^vTI?4, 


(5) 

feFB ^TTf ^\i Ht 
'<iRsjcn ^7% Ti mwi To i 

—Wt— 

— 

—^\— 

— 

— 

— 

—^Ft— 

— 
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12 3 4 


ftny, 77T£fK ,i r Piqta'i, 
2004 

222—^TT^T 

c^qcb!^. q^fl, 

(TT^-TW, 
f^TcTT-^cil % 
i 

— 

224—TPTtcTT 

rff 'iqi^ ^>uun, 

f^TcTT-#^TTT, 

H6KIH 1 

—<T^f— 

259—TR ( 3T.m ) 

2ft HIHCi 

«4H-qTR:-^NISI, 

f^T^TT'HClKI, 

ww 1 

—H^=T— 

—TT^t— 

sS i*ii4 T i 

F4TT- T Tte-'5TCT^, 

f^TT-'TnrrcT, 

1 

—TT^J— 

— inN — 

''ThR-fqqis, 

fa^tl-TIcTTCI, 

H£KI^ 1 


5 

M-ch ■^rqf ^ ■qt 

#aT 3T7TW l 


—<i^t— 


a 

— cT^— 


— cT^— 


—7T^— 


[*?. 76/W.-ft.^f./2004] 
%.3TTT. Mlqq 


ORDER 

New Delhi, the 7th July, 2005 

O. N. 79.—Whereas, the Election Commission of India is satisfied that each of the contesting candidate specified 
in column 4 of the Table below at the General Election to the Maharashtra Legislative Assembly, 20( )4 sp eciiied i n col u nm 
2 and jfom the constituency specified in column 3 against his/her name has failed to lodge the account of his/her 
elect; xpenses as shown in column 5 of the said Table as required by the Representation of the People Act. 1951 andthc 
Ruhv .made thereunder: 

And, whereas, the said candidates have either not furnished any reason or explanation for the said failure even 
after due notice by the Election Commission or after considering the representation made by them, if any. the Eiecuc^ 
Commission is satisfied that they have no good reason or justification for the said failure. 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of Section 10A of the said Act, the Election Commission hereby declares the persons 
specified in column 4 of the Table below to be disqualified for being chosen as and for being a member of cither House of 
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Parliament or the Legislative Assembly or Legislative Council of a Sta* r t Union T erritory for a period of three years from 
the date of this order. 


TABLE 


SI Particular of 

S. No. and Name 

Name and Address of 

Reasons for 

No. Election 

of Assembly 

contesing candidate 

Disqualification 


Constituency 



1 2 

3 

4 

5 


General Elections to 
Maharashtra 

Legislative 

Assembly. 2004 

14—Mangaon 

Sh. Ashok Tanaji Gaikwad, Failed to lodge any account 

At.-Dongroli, Post-Morba, of his election expenses 

Tal.-Mangaon, Distt. Raigad. 

Maharashtra 

-do 

22—Khetwadi 

Sh. Sayad Jaffer Mivan. -do- 

HabibMiyan, 17/2 L 

Kazi Street, Mariyam E ] d_, 

1st Floor, Room No. 15, 

Null Bazar, Mumbai-400 003 

-do 

47—Chembur 

Sh. Chetty Jaishankar -do- 

Poonambalam, 

R.C. Bk. No. 18, R. No. 205. 

Near Inlaks Hospital, 

Chembur Colony, 

Mumbai-400 074 

-do 

-do- 

Sh. Harishchandra Y adav. -do- 

R. No. 21, Jaybhole Nagar, 

Pathak Chawl, Deenquari Rd.. 

Panjrapole, Mumbai-400088 

-do 

87—Shindkheda 

Sh. Teli Iqbal Bahadoor,, -do- 

Kacheri Chouk. Shindkheda, 

Tal.-Shindkheda. 

Distt.-Dhule. Maharashtra 

-do 

-do- 

Sh. Waddar Nana Maharu. -do - 

At. Post -Shindkheda. 

Tal.-Shindkheda. 

Distt.-Dhule, Maharashtra 

-do- 

-do- 

Sh. Damodar Valmikrao. -do - 

Sukdeorao, 55-Adarsh Colony. 

Shindkheda, Tal.- Shindkheda, 

Distt.-Dhule. Maharashtra 

-do- 

92—Amalner 

Sh. Sonar Dhananjay Bansilal, -do- 
' Abhiyan' Deshmukh. Wada 

Amahier, Tal.-Amalner. 

Distt.-Jalgaon. Maharashtra 

-do- 

-do- 

Dr B.S. Patil. -do- 

At. Rundhati. 

Post. Mathgawan 

Tal.-Amahier. Distt. Jalgotm. 

Maharashtra 


* .(i 


H'|H * " I 


ii* <i 41 > ff i n 


I 


f‘» IHM 











General Election to 

Maharashtra 

Legislative 

Assembly, 2004 

10—Edlabad 

Sh. Sagirsha Roshansha, 
Khidki Mohalla, Varangaon, 
Tah.-Bhusawal, 

Distt.-Jalgaon, Maharashtra. 

Failed to lodge any account 
of his election expenses 

-do- 

130—Hinganghat 

Sh.Kawdu Pandhari Uikey, 
At.-Jamni, Post-Goji, 
Talh-Hinganghat, 
Distt.-Waidha, Maharashtra. 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

Sh Kesarji Baliramji 

Wankhede, 

At.-Post-Kangaon, 

Tah.-Hinganghat, 

Distt.-Wandha, Maharashtra. 

-do- 

-do- 

143—Bhandara 

Sh. Goswami Ashok, 
Jageshwar,, 

Saliidward Tanga Galli, 
Bhandara, Maharashtra. 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

Sh. Vaidya Sunil Rambhau, 
At.-Pandliarabodi,, 
Post-Hardoli (Zanzad), 
Tq.-Mohadi, 

Distt.-Bhandara, 

Maharashtra. 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

Sh. Shende Sadashio 

Sadhooji, 

At. Posl-Shanti Nagar 
(Takiya Ward), 

Tq. -Distt. -Bhandara-441904, 
Maharashtra. 

-do- 

-do- 

144—Adyar 

Sh. Banait Ramchandra, 
Anandrao, 

At.-Gautam Nagar, Pauni, 

P.O. Tali.-Pauni, 

Distt.-Bliandara, 

Maharashtra. 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

Sh. RevvatkarRajendrabhau, 
Ramchandra 

At.-Padma Ward, Pauni, 

P.O. Tah.-Pauni. 
Distt.-Bhandara, 

Maharashtra. 

-do- 

-do- 

151—Armori 

Sh.Krishnabhau Kohchade, 
Mata Ward Desaiganj Wadsa. 
Tah.-Wadsa. Distt.-Gadchixoli. 
Maharashtra. 

-do- 

-do- 

154—Rajura 

Sh. Rantdas Tukaramji 
Choudliari. 

At.-Post-Balajee Ward. 

Datt Mandir Javal, 

Mandi. Ward No. 52, 

Tq. Distt.-Chandrapur. 
Maharashtra. 

-do- 
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1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


20. General Election to 
Maharashtra 
Legislative 
Assembly, 2004 

21. -do- 


22. -do- 


23. . -do- 


24. -do- 


25. -do- 


26. -do- 


27. -do- 


28. -do- 


29. -do- 


30 -do- 


158—Chimur 

Sh. Kawale Rajkumar Manik, 
At-Gadpeepre, 

Post-Amboli, Tah-Chimur 
Distt.-Chandrapur, 

Maharashtra. 

Failed to lodge any account 
of his election expenses 

-do- 

Sh. Laxman Rarnaji Sonwane, 
AtPost-Doma, Tah-Cliimur, 
Distt.-Chandrapur, 

Maharashtra. 

-do- 

-do- 

Sh. Walke Suklideo Kanhuji, 

At Post-Murpar. 

Tah-Chimur. 

Distt.-Chandrapur, 

Maharashtra. 

-do- 

172—Bhokar 

Sh. Jadhav Sainathe Datta, 

At Post-Matul, 

Tq.-Bhokar, Distt.-Nanded, 
Maharashtra. 

-do- 

174—Mnklied 

Sh. Kanetkar Maroti 

Vithahao, Gavli-Niwash 
NearL.I.C. Office 

Mai inagar Ambaj iogai. 

At Post Tq.-Ambaijogai. 
Distt.-Beed. Maharashtra. 

-do- 

] 93—Aurangabad 
(West) 

Sh. Sow Rajeshri 

Shrikrishna Ingle, 

N-13.C-13/3, CIDCO, 

HUDCO Comer. 

Hursul Road. Aurangabad. 
Maharashtra. 

-do- 

216—Solapur 

City South 

Sh. Bashir Ahmed 

Bashamiya Shaikh. 

74-Vijaya Laxmi Nagar. 

New Pa cell Petli. 

Solapur. Maharashtra. 

-do- 

-do- 

Sh. Yadgir Said AJimed 
Bujuragasb. 

585. Ashok Chowk, 

Solapur. Maharashtra. 

-do- 

-do- 

Sh. Raut Ulhas Ramchandra, 

H. No. 153, North Kasba, 

Solapur. Maliarashtra. 

-do- 

M. Gandhi Road. 

-do- 

Sh. Sayyad M. Sadik. 
Mahiboobso. 

554. East Mangalwar Pclh. 
Solapur. Maliaraslitra. 

-do- 

218—-N^' Yhpur 
(SO 

Sh. Bansode Atmaram Balrain. 
H. No. 267/159. Vadar Galli. 
RaviwarPeth. 

Solapur, Maharashtra 

-do- 




» n t ■ ii» Me f* •» ' 11 j ..* i 1 1 ?'■ if'i'i'-i 11 r>"i- i 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

General Elections to 

Maharashtra 

Legislative 

Assembly. 2004 

218—North Solapur 
(SC.) 

Sh. Ksliirsagar Shivaji 

Kondiba, 

A/T.-Pakni. 

Tal.-North Solapur, 

Distt.- Solapur. 

Maharashtra 

Failed to lodge any account 
of his election expenses 

-do- 

220—Mohol 

Sh. Devidas Chandrabhan. 
Chendage. 

At. Post-Yawali. 

Tal.-Mohol. 

Distt.-Solapur. 

Maharashtra 

-do- 

-do- 

220 (Mohol 

Sh. Gaikwad Raghunath 
Eknath, 

At. Post-Waluj. 

Tal.-Mohol 

Distt.-Solapur. 

Maharashtra 

-do- 

-do- 

222—Madha 

Sh. Devkate Decpak 

Bhanndas, 

A/P.-Kurduwadi. 

Beliind Railway Colony. 
Devkate Vasti. 

Tal.-Madlia. 

Distt.-Solapur. 

Maharashtra 

-do- 

-do- 

224—Sangola 

Sh. Navale Somanatli 

Krishna, 

At. Post-Ekhatpur. 
Tal.-Sangola, 

Distt.-Solapur. 

Maharashtra 

-do- 

-do- 

259-Man (S.C.) 

Sh. Avvale Namdeo Dadu, 
A/P-Munja\vadi. 

Tal.-Phaltan, 

Distt.-Satara, 

Maharashtra 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

Sh. Londhe Janardan 

Shankar, 

A/P-Barad, Tal.-Phaltan. 

Distt-Satara, 

Maharashtra 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

Sh. Shinde Shankarrao Dadu, 
A/P-Dhakani, Post-Divad. 
Tal.-Man, Distt.-Satara, 
Maharashtra 

-do- 


[No. 76/MT-LA/2(X>4] 
By Order. 
K.R. PRASAD. Secy 
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M 7 2005 

rn 3T. 80.—1%#^ rt tototr it tott t ft* ^ TOroft % w«7 (2) i* w fa*TR 

inmTOT fW^H, 2003 % %q: Rt ?;*) i* fqPr^ce 3 -gsri t, (4) i* Trori 

■PwHu'-f ire% tort 3R^to 3T«rsff, Rtro TfrfofroR r^itwr, 1951 ct«tt ^tttt -rnr ^t?tr¥ ^ttt ar^ferTcr rr^R^toto 

(5) W ^TO if^TcT 3T^ fW^H ^TOTf TOT TO % TTO rIVr TORt 3f 3T3TTOR TIT t ; 

3?R % TOTO£ 3JTOTT f^ Rli TO TO ^3TOT 37TOF>R?TT % fRR TOt^ TOTTOT 3Wl<*TOl feTO f TO TOfTO 

SKlf^TOt 3T«TT%^it TO, Rf<TOt^ It, fa^kTOTiTO HJNI^Plcfl-GH 3Tl4) J l TOTTO? TRT^TRItTOTO 1? fTOTOTTOTORTOTOT 3TRTORTO% 
fRT* TOfc? HTOkl TOTTOT TO -H!4ir^0M f ; 

3R:, STTO, fW^H ^TRfFT^T TOf^fTOTOT TOT ^TRT 10-TO% TOJTOTOi" TORT TOt 'UK ,J fl % RRTO (4) if c^Fw<jT TOT 

7T3RT %fTOTOT Ht TOR %TO froit TFTO/TOR TOR $TO TOT ft*TR TOTO 37TOTO f^TOR hRm^% TOTTO TOFt 3tRlit % fRF 137 <Hl^! TOT 
TO#7§3 TO^TOIRI<^%f^ f^Rffl'itf^TOTOTt : 

TOTOft 


^F. 37. ^>T ft c l< ,J l 

1TMT ■pT^hpT ^ 
'H. 3TtT ' : TI I t 

TI^ ■Sr'Rsff 

^TRR^-W 

fr^TTT 

1 2 

3 

4 

5 

1. ISrftTOR fo*7R 37R % 

45—TOfal 

TFT PlMK, 

i^t^T-apit'^r c(^ 

iRR 3TTRRT ft#5R, 


Wf 3T^ it. a<MPll, 

^rf^ arfRicT ■# i 

2003 


H. focr^l, fRRT-TOTTO 




^5tT|'H j I<4 


2. -wr- 



-■5^- 


3. -^lt- 




5. -^t- 


6. ~TO$V 


--^\- 


54-TO3RT 


-^ir- 


-Rft- 


W3. 129, TOTOTOTOTO, 
TOTOtTO, H. TO fTORT 
TOfR, 33TTTTOTTO 

TOTTTO TOTOTO fTOTOTO, 

TOTO MdkT-Stl, TO. TO3RT 
TO1. TOfTORTTOTJT, 

^rftTOTTO 

tjtot fro? toItit, 

TOTTOTOTfeTO, TO.RJ7JTTORT 
TOTO-fTO^, TOlTOtR TO fRRT 
TO1TTOJTO, wtTOR 

*TOTOrf¥TOfTOTO7, 

15/2 'ilfli'Jici! TR, TOPJT 
W&WVZ 

ftfrft TO?TO, 

TJR-Rjfjrt, toTto wnNrt 
clTTO-TOTORT, IrRT-TOITTOTTO 
^TOTTO 


-^lt- 


^\- 


-TOlL 


-TOlt- 


*>■ 


f i||l I Ml HU *1(1 *1* ' II - »MMM I I" f 'M M MWIM'I '■' ■■"*"►'• 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

7. 

fwR Trm % 

**WTR*T 

2003 

54-^RT 

TT%?T ‘^TR, 

TTP7 ^RT, 

«7nr-ft4^l, f^TT 

fW^H ^3T 

sRTwn^i 

8. 

-5ft- 

-**t- 

TTR T 7t.-^t.%. «tTTRT, 

«iHT-^mwrr, ttf. ^ 

‘0#WT5 


9. 

-5ft- 

-5ft- 

*mR, 

Trn=r '4t. 

^cRT «n T RT^TI 
^f^TT 

TJ-dtH'li 

- 1 #- 

10. 

- 

-5ft- 

~£\. wft, 

Rrf^FT TJRTT^I, 
t5TO55T»f-51551f5, TO. 5 
fron—Hfwy;, 


11. 

-Wt- 


l<SKIH «llN ( ), 

515 55T5T, ft. 55T5T, 
515T-5T551f7t, 

-^t- 

12. 


56-H^wg< 

■"JwTeJ ^IRTT, 

TTR ■fepft^rr, % T T^T, 

W. ^ f^TeTT 1 P1^, 

-5ft- 

13. 

-5ft- 

-5ft- 

w ^k, tftjt ttftN, 

WRTT^ 


14. 

~^t- 

-5ft- 

^ql{l TH, 

57tS15T5K, ft. 57tfl5T5R, 
cTWfa ^ f^TeTT 

*t9 tT| 'H- 1 !<e 

-5ft- 

15. 


-5ft- 

^ %?RR, 

TTR gA^ktI ^T, * T ?t. 'TCHTT, 
5Hlff*iftl, TOfft?T5 

Rjinl "c9nl^ , l<0 

-5ft- 

16. 

-5ft- 

-5ft- 

Wl^T ^Hk 31 Jk, 

JTpft ^ 13, 

TOlfTgf, TO#?T 5 

Pncil ^t^fft^ 

-5ft- 


[■R 76/^. T T.-ft. R/2003] 
T^. %. ^RT, ^ 
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ORDER 

New Delhi, the 7th July, 2005 

O. N. 80.—Whereas, the Election Commission is satisfied that each of the contesting candidates specified 
in column (4) of the Table below at the General Election to the Chhattisgarh Legislative Assembly, 2003 as specified in 
column (2) held from the constituency specified in column (3) against his name has failed to lodge account of his election 
expenses within the specified time and/or in the manner required by the Representations of the People Act, 1951 and the 
Rule made thereunder as shown in column (5) of the said table : 

And. whereas, the said candidates have not furnished any reason or explanation for the said failure even after due 
notice and the Election Commission is thus satisfied that they have no good reason or justification for the said failure ; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of Section 10A of the said Act, the Election Commission hereby declares the person 
specified in column (4) of the Table below to be disqualified for being chosen as and for being, a member of either House of 
Parliament or of the Legislative Assembly or Legislative Council of a State/Union Territory for a period of three years from 
the date of this Order. 

TABLE 


SI. Particular of S. No & Name Name & Address of contesting Reason for 

No. election of Assembly candidate Disqualification 

Constituency 


1 2 

l. General Elect ion to 45-Dliarsiwa 

Chhattisgarh Legislative 
Assembly. 2003 


2. -Do- 


-Do- 


-Do- 


-Do- 


4. -Do- 


54-Basna 


5. -Do- 


-Do- 


(). -Do- 


-Do- 


4 


5 


Keshav Ram Nishad, 
Vill.—Saddu, 

P O.—Tarpongi, 

Tah. Tilda. 

Distt.—Raipur, 
Chhattisgarh. 
Gajendra Naik. 

Qr. No. 129, 

Vill. Barbanda. 
Block-Dharsiwa. 
Distt.-Raipur. 
Chhattisgarh. 

Narad Prasad 

Nishad. 

Vill.-Patharidih. 

P.O.-Uiia, 

Tah./Distt.-Raipur, 

Chhattisgarh. 

Sundar Singh 
Bariha. 

Vill.-Kaodiya. 

Post-Sukhipali. 

Thana-Pitliora, 

Distt -Mahasamund, 
ChitcLtssgarh. 
Kshamamdhi. 
Mishra, 

15/2 Gitanjali 
Nagar, Raipur, 
Chhattisgarh. 
BihanBhaiya, 
VTilage-Bhajpuri. 

st-Bhagatdeori. 

X -Sankra. 

DI at. -Mahasa m mid. 
Chhauisgarb. 


Failure to lodge any account 
of election expenses. 


-Do- 


-Do- 


-Do- 


-Do- 


-Do- 
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1 2 

3 

4 

5 

7. General Election 
to Chhatisgarh 
Legislative 

Assembly -2003 

54-Basna 

Rakesh Kumar, 
Village-Memia, 
Post-Memra, 
Thana-Pithora. 

Distt. -Mahasamund, 
Chhattisgarh. 

Failure to Lodge 
any account of 
election expenses. 

8. -do- 

55-Khallari 

Ramesh Singh 

Thakur, 

Village-Pateiapali, 

Post-B. K. Bahra, 
Thana-Baghahra, 

Talisil & District- 

Mahasamund. 

Chhattisgarh. 

-do- 

9. -do- 

-do- 

Santram, 

Village & Post- 
Bhadrasi. 

Via-Bagbalua. 

Talisil & District- 

Maliasamund. 

Chhattisgarh. 

-do- 

10. -do- 

-do- 

Dr. Chandrakant 

Shamia. 

Bus Stand. 

Village- Mungasher. 
Block-Bagbahra. 

Talisil & District- 

Mahasamund. 

Chhattisgarh. 

-do- 

11. -do- 

-do- 

RekliRamBagli. 

(Bakmawale). 

Village-Baknia. 

Post-Bakina. 

Thana-Bagbalira. 

District- 

Mahasaiiiund. 

Cliliattisgarh. 

-do- 

12. -do- 

56-Mahasamund 

Fazal Husasin. 

Pasha. 

Village-Sinodha. 

Post-Pat ewa. Talisil 
& District- 
Mahasamund. 
Cliliattisgali. . 

-do- 

j 

13. -do- 

-do- 

Suresli Kumar. 
ShyamNagar. 

Raipur Village. 
Clihattisgarh. 

-do- 

14 -(jo- 

-do- 

Itwari Ram 

Barondabazar, 

Post -Barondaba za r. 

Talisil & District- 

Maliasamiind. 

Chhattisgarh. 

-do- 
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( 1 )_( 2 )_ ( 3 ) _ ( 4 ) 

15. General election to 56-Mahasamund Dev Prasad Kelkar, 

Chhatisgarh Legislative Village-Barekel- 

Assembaly 2003 Kala. 

Post-Nartora, 
Thana-Pithora, 
Tahsil & District- 
Maliasamund, 
Chhattisgarh. 

16. -do- -do- Praveen Kumar 

Thakur, 

Village-Piirani 

Basti, Ward No. 13, 

Mahasamund, 

Talisil & District- 

Mahasamund, 

Chhattisgarh. 


( 5 ) _ 

Faliure to lodge any account 
of election expences. 


-do 


3TT^?T 


[No. 76/CG-LA/2003J 
By Order. 
S. K. KAURA. Sccy. 


M 7 t 2005 

3TT. 3?, 81.—3TF1PT ^ ^ FTFTft % ( 2 ) 3 TPTPTd % 

2003m 2004 %fdF oft (3) ^ fsnt, ( 4 ) ^ iw^rr 

cpsA Mten srfafwr, 1951 "rn^ Fffti »kt sEtfw 'Hk^FI % 'efh (5) f 

W-qRm <lPad ^ 3TFPFFT T? 1?; 


“q'cT: % Piqi-cH STPIFT £KT ^cf 3ETTFFTT % fm d <Tl 3TR d Tft 

f^TT% 3TSJ^T vii^v 'gRT y^c1 1 TT, RlR^?T$ iff, fq^K Piqtaq RF"SRPIFT iff TRT"t 

"TRi 3RPEFFTT % iFfR H^|[ki <=r>ii'J| RT -Hiqjpqcq dffl %; 

3 RT:, 3 T^, a^FTFT, 3 TfVPi^H * 4 KT 10 -"^% ^T^R^T ^ *iK u Fl % dl J- 1 *} ( 4 ) f^Prfir^ *T f 

3ETT % % RI 1T^T/Tt s ' •c’ 3 *? f^qM TTHT 3TET^T f^TFT 'S'ffl % fci^, TE 

cTTfF3 % TTfa % ’Rtt ftprft- ^T ^vRTT % : — 


R. Piqf^H f^qc- 1 ! RVT I’icjfV'T ^ 3T«T ? Tt 

3T. 3f|7: "TTF ^ Wf 


Plied! < +/K’ J l 


1 2 

3 

4 

5 


2003 

02 

TTET-WT?, 

TRTPTR! 



2. wPt#bpt 

■W^Ft, 2004 

199 -^cTT 

3ft 

a^iPld ^^sni, 
dFftT, 1 

<lRaoi 

f^FTT 



[ 3 T. 76 /TM 72003 ] 
3TT^?T 




pi' ' '■ H'l" 




H* • «i ffH " 


■ l|*'*l'H 


> |'M * .1 H«i|» 1- | 


► I- I 


4'I<H 
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ORDER 

New Delhi, tlie 7th July. 2005 

O. N. 81. —Whereas, the Election Commission of India is satisfied that each of the contesting candidate, specified 
in column (4) of die Table below at the General Election to the Rajasthan Legislate c Assembh held in2D03A^e-tfecHon 
2004. specified in column (2) and held from the constituency specified in column (7) against his/her name has tailed to |cdg<> 
the account of his/her election expenses as shown in column (5) of the said Table as required bv the Representation ot On. 
People Act. 1951 and the Rules made thereunder; 

And. whereas, the said candidates have either not furnished am reason or explanation for the said failure even 
after due notice by the Election Commission or after considering the representation made by them, if am the Election 
Commission is satisfied that they have no good reason or justification tor the said failure. 

Now. therefore, in pursuance of Section lOA Of the said Act. the Election Commission hcrcb> declares the person 
specified in column (4) of the Table below to be disqualified for being chosen as and for being, a member of either House of 
Parliament or of the Legislative Assembly or Legislative Council of a State or Union rerritorv lor a period ot three years from 
the date of this Order;— 

TABL E __ 

SI. Particular of S. No. Name of Name & Address of contesing Reasons t or 

No. Election Assembly candidate Disqualification 

Constituency 


General Election to 
the Legislative 
Assembly, 2003 

Bye-Election to 
the Legislative 
Assembly. 2004 


02-Nohar 


199-Mcrta 


Sh. Mahipal. 

Vill Ruingarh. 

Tahsil Nohiir. 
Rajasthan. 

Sh. Jalam Singh. 
V/PTalanpur 
Tchsil Mcrla. Nagaur. 
Rajasthan. 


Account not 
lodged 


Account not 
Iodized 


-------—- |No7^Ri2003j 

By Order, 
XA.PRASAD 5*cy. 

M f^n, 7 2005 

m 3T. 8 2.—^T: WW TSt 1 fa ^ 2002 % ^ % ^ 

-m Write H 7 .* i**r=*(3)*-3*fapfffcfrtefate*^*i«i ary tt,tfw 

arfMfaR, 1951 rtm?qxRfarm■gra ^ sritfeni wi^rrfat %(4) r ™ ftrferSW 

-sKrqf -^rtsrT Tcnf^sr^r _ . ,_ ^« « * 

aftT,'^RT: srorffarf % ffa ^ -Tints^l g 3?R 

«m ; , aro, Pfag H aipftn *jra % srjwn wii kyw (3) *» f-rinte 

Mr 'NvFft TP 5 ^ f^^TPT falff ^ ^ ^ +7r TJCf 

^ cfciHIclfa % falT faffa t 

TITTOit 


*H-H<5!*4 PintaH 
37.4T. 3TR 


ffarfal 'fat 

=im ^ Mm 


HJfir!! TTT >,|J'-! 


1. 9- 


(sfl.m) 


xt 4 W. v% 

qp TFITOm it, -T. 262 

»< i v* r rfa i Wfa. 

HtRR-500003. 




[«76 3fr.«r. 2005^0j 


rl94 C,j/o 5 . 3 
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ORDER 

New Delhi, the 7th July, 2005 

O. N. 82. —Whereas, the Election Commission is satisfied that the contesting candidate specified in column (3) 
of the Table below at the Bye-Elelction to the House of the People, 2002 held from the Constituency of Andhra Pradesh 
State as specified in the column (2) against his name has failed to lodge an account of his election expenses required by 
law as mentioned in column (4) of the said Table as required by the Representation of the People Act, 1951 and the Rules 
made thereunder; 

And, whereas, the said candidate has either not furnished any reason or explanation for the said failure even after 
due notice to him and the Election Commission is satisfied that he has no good reason or justification for the said failure; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of Section 10A of the said Act, the Election Commission hereby declares the person 
specified i n column (3) of the Table below to be disqualified for being chosen as and for being, a member ofeither House of the 
Parliament or Legislative Assembly or Legislative Council of a State for a period of 3 years from the date of this Order:— 




TABLE 


SI. 

No. & Name of 

Name & Address of die contesing 

Reasons for 

No. 

Parliamentary Constituency 

candidate 

disqualification 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1 

9-Amalapuram (SC) 

Sh. J. B. Raju, 

S/o Sainadhnam, 

H No. 262, Salaijung Colony, 
Hyderabad-500008 

Andhra Pradesh. 

Account not 
lodged 


[No. 76/AP-HP/2005(Bye)J 
By Order. 
TAPAS KUMAR, Secy. 




7^Tti, 2005 

3tT. 33. 83. —Tel: STFTm T3 TmTHTT T FTT t fot #T wft% (2) Ft TTT PqPlRW 3FT 

7=^71^% 2004 (3) ^t 3^'g3TTf PFH (4) 3 ttIH'l Piqtal cis3 

(Mt ifofot 3?wt«tf, vTFF 3##FR, 1951 W 33T# T3T7 Tb Iwff 3JT3T 33T3# % FcW ( 5 ) 3 T*1T 

Iwer o^qf ou c=P3i <iftsicd qt# P tfi t; 


3TPTR =57 TF TRITFT # TIT % % TTF 3PTTvt?n % fab Tm fa? THTT TT --ti4iPTrH fat t; 


3Tft:, 31T, fTTfa-3 33lfal Wt srfqPlAIH fa TT73 10-T?% 31 3 fal fa m 1 '!) %73T c *t (4) faPiP^ onfall fa 

fare fa fa# #Fre9faT3ffa#3T 3 T/faT3fre fat fa furore TwiTTlfarre iPtiiufaTreTTfa fatfarFfofafabWsfaTrfa ni<l<si 
T cTH T9 fa TvFirafq % (db Pitied ’hITmci TTcTT % : — 


TTnfat 


9f. "R. PlRlR’l RR fRRTR 

dfa FRI PH'fare fa 
fa sKP 33. T FTP 

PiqiR'i RTH 

oFT RTR 3TR RfTT 

T.l 4.R'i| 

1 2 

3 

4 

5 



rtfer "gRTR 

TW5I, Wn-T'HT. 
ffor-iT Tfa#7 TT3T, 


1. adiy'ld 73 clfofTTMlfa 
fab 33TttIpJt Ptqi’IH, 

2004 

5—«K‘I® 

(33.TT.) 

HqN'i °bi cntsll 

c^ifiacrt ' a FTR 3TRRxR it i 




2004 
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2. wtiwFsit "77*71% 5-WR 
7TTFRF ( 37 .^TT. ) 

2004 


^f. Ftf^F 4 Um, fhqfcpT ff <%§n 

TTR-TpflFtF, *7t.3TT. ^ifi% c^iRacrl FK't "*¥ 7% I 

W.-WI5, fel^TTW, 


[77. 76/SR-Rt."77./2004] 
37T%?1% 
1777. %. %Wl, 77f4F 

ORDER 

New Delhi, (he 7th July, 2005 

O. N. 83.—Whereas, the Election Commission is satisfied that each of the contesting candidate specified in 
column (4) of the Table below at the General Election to Lok Sabha, 2004 from the State of Chhattisgarh as specified in 
column (2) held from the Constituency specified * column (3) againsthis name has failed to lodge anyaccountof election 
expenses as required by the Representation of the Prople Act, 1951 and the Rules made thereunder as shown in column (5) 
of the said table; 

And, whereas, the said candidates have not furnished any reason or explanation for the said failure even after due 
notice and the Election Commission is thus satisfied that they have no good reason or justification for the said failure; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of Section 10 A of the said Act, the Election Commission hereby declares the person 
specified in column (4) of the Table below to be disqualified for being chosen as and for being, a member of either House of 
the Parliament or of the Legislative Assembly or Legislative Council of a State/Union Territory for a period of three years 
from the date of this order:— 

TABLE 


SI. Particuhirof 

No. election 

S. No. Name of 

Parliamentary 

Constituency 

Name & Address of 
contesting candidate 

Reason for 

Disqualification 

1 2 

3 

4 

5 

1. General Election to 

Lok Sabha, 2004 
from Chhattisgarh 

5-Sarangaih(SC) 

Rohit Kumar 

Chauhan. 

Churaghantha. 

Via-Dabhra, 

Distt.-Janjgir, 

Champa, 

Chliattisgarh. 

Failure to lodge any account 
of election expenses. 

2. -Do- 

-Do- 

Dr. Govind Chauhan. 
VUlage-Ranidili 

Post- Saria, 

Tahsil-Sarangarh, 

Chhattisgarh. 

-Do- 


[No. 76/CG-HP/2004| 
By Order. 
S. K. KAURA. Secy. 


37F&T 

M fc#, 7 ^TTt 2005 

371. 37. 84. —FcT: PWdH 3) 1 qPl FIT 77*TTFR Ft FFT F f% %t TTTTWf 4" FFT cTpTFFTF^ TRF 71 dtF 77*71 % 

77TFTT^f%fhsR, 2004%%** %7<FH(2)^ f4l4f^ f 3TTFW*7 ( 3 ) 3 3FT% 77T*R 14 <4^ WT 

Fo^37*F4f, 3rf?rf¥4cq 37f%W7, 1951 cT«IT FFTF FTT f^cpqf FRT 37%^F TTTTFt % 7F™T ( 4 ) 3 F*TT Ff$TF 
I4fMH ^RTt FF FT7FT <lRs(d FFF 3777WT 7FT F: 

3TTC, FF: 3FF 37*Ff%TT % 7F1^ 7JFFT FT FT ^3FF 3WFdFl % fcTP FT Ft %t^ FTRFT 37FFT FFt ftFT 

F 37R fFFTFF 3TTFP7 FF FF 77*71 FR Ft FFl F f% FF% F17T "3FF 3777WTF1 % tdR%t^ FFFF FF7F1 FT -Hi4if4rH FFf F; 
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-3TU:, Piqta'1 du^Y'l *TRI 10-^T% ^ %fcfBJ ($) ^ ©UpKldl 

fofc'Hl u^a ^ f^JFT TTHT 3?*T^T hstHPl L lf< l i^% ^ 3?R §1^ % fcru^^T 3TP*?T cii^lo ^ 

cpy -qff %it Pt<fia *nifad ^rmi?:— 

wmt 


^t. TTR 




forfm ^T^R*T 


%\W>A<rl$m, ^t, 

^frcuPrct, n /74 

3FHI i' l{, <St\{ 

dfadHI'g 
3ft ^im^h, tR, 

23, 

T^H^il «|RS< #1, ChRlM-Sli 
^HMFFI <TT^, 
factr, 


<?(*dl qifisuri dtO ft> 4 l 


[*T. 76AT. 7 n.-eft.^./2004] 
TO 3>HK, 

ORDER 

New Delhi, tlic 7th July. 2005 

O. N. 84. —Whereas, the Election Commission is satisfied that each of the contesting candidates specified in 
column 0) of the Table below at the General Election to the House of the People. 2004 held from the Constituencies pf Tamil 
Nadu State as specified in column (2) against his/her name has failed to lodge an account of his/her election expenses as 
mentioned in column (4) of the said Table, as required by the Representation of the People Act, 195 ] and the Rules made 

l hereunder; 

And. whereas, the said candidates have either not furnished any reason or explanation for the said failures even 
after due notice to each of them and the Election Commission is satisfied that they have no good reason or justification for 
the said failure: 

Now. therefore, in pursuance of Section 10A of the said Act. the Election Commission hereby declares the persons 
specified in column (3 1 of the Table below to be disqua lifted for being chosen as and for being, a member of either House pf 
Parliament or Legislative Assembly or Legislative Council of a State fora period of tJiree years from the date of this Order 


SI No. & Name of Pariiamentarv 
No. Constituency 


TABLE 


Name & Address of contesting 
candidate 


Reason for 
disqualification 


i 18- ] 


'do- 


Sh. Senthilkuinar. V. 

S/o A. Veilmgiri. 

11/74D. AnnaNagar. 

North Snmychettipalayam. C, 
Coimbatore. Tamil Nadu. 

Shri Shanmugam. P 
S/o. Kariyan Chettivar. 

23. Kempajja GowderLane. 
Kanunadai. Mcttupalayam Taluk. 
Coimbatore District. Tamil Nadu. 


Accounts not lodged 


|No 76/TN-HP/2004I 
By Order. 
TAP AS KUMAR. Secv. 
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fecrfl, 7 2005 

3JT. 3J 85.—eil^ nlciPif^ ^rfaf^R, 1951 (1951 

43 ) m\ 106 % fjqfai wfo 2004 ^ 

fasten sr^ff 3 ^irt ^ ^imM4 % cnfta 

14-6-2005 % 3TT^T £TTT wfem ^TclT 11 

[ ~Ml' L Hvl4 T^T Pl'jl’H 3 iCM1 ^TTS W T ]?1 ] 

[ W&] 82/7T. ^T.-eft. ^73/2004 ] 

^il^l 

WTfHR, 

New Delhi, the 7th July. 200? 

O.N. 85. —in pursuance of Section 106 of the 
Representation of the People Act. 1951(43 of 1951). the 
Election Commission hereby publishes the order of the 
High Court of Madras dated 14-6-2005 in Election Petition 
No. 3 of 2004. 

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT 
MADRAS 

(Ordinary Original Civil Jurisdiction) 
Tuesday, the 14th Day of June. 2005 
CQRAM: 

THE HON’RLE MB. JUSTICE 
C.NAGAPPAN 

ELECTION PETITION NO. 3 OF 20(4 
AND 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 105 OF 2005 
Election Petition 

Suba. Karuppiah 
Deva Vayal. 

Periaya Karai Post, 

Devakottai Taluk. 

Sivaganga District. ... Petitioner 

Vs. 

1. P Chidambaram, 

80. Motilal. 

Kandanur Post. 

Karaikudi Taluk, 

Sivaganga District. 

Now residing at No 16. 

Pycrofts. Garden Road, 

Office Haddows Road. 

Chennai-600006. 

2. Nav ashad Alikhan No. 14. 

Ottakutliar Street, 

Karaikudi. 

Sivaganga. District. 

3. Venkatachalapathy. 

No. 9—18. Pavender Street. 

Nattarasankottai. 

Sivaganga District. 


4 Irudayaraj, 

No. I—325. Kavery 2nd Street, 

Sri Nagar. Iyycr Bunglow, 

Madurai. 

5. Kayambu 
Kotliankudi 
Vcngalur Post. 

Dcvakototai Taluk. 

Sivanganga District. 

6. Giuiasckaran 

No. 63. Mu/.lim ccran Street. 

Singainpiuiari. 

Sivaganga District. 

7. Sliannuigam 

No. 40. Sonin Pillai Street. 

Karaikudi. 

Sivaganga District. 

8. Cliaidambaram 

No. 1/77, Thuv arompatti. 

Panagudi Post. 

Natarajapuram (Via) 

Sivaganga District 

9. Chidambaram. 

Mariammaukoil Street, 

Kovilur. 

Managiri Post, 

Sivaganga District 

10. Chidambaram 
Kallamanakkudi. 

Pudm ayal Post, 

Karaikudi Taluk. 

Sivaganga District. 

U. Subranianian Mutharayar. 

M. Arimalam 
Mccnaksliipuraiu Road. 

Arimalam Post. 

Thiruniavam Taluk. 

Pudukottai District. 

12. Tlie Returning Officer/District Collector. 
Sivaganga Parliamentary Constituency 
Siv aganga District. 

13. The Election Commission of India 
Rep. by its Secretary 
Nirvachan Sadan. 

Aslioka Road. 

New Delhi-110001. . . Respondents 

The Petition praying that this Hon ble Court be 
pleased: 

(a) to declare the election of Uie returned candidate, 
i.e. the 1st respondent herein as void and bad in law for 
improper acceptance of his nomination papers to contest 
from No. 33 Sivaganga Parliamentary constituency by the 
12th respondent. 
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(b) and without prejudice to the above prayer, to 
declare the election of the returned candidate. Viz 1st 
respondent herein is null and void as vitiated by corrupt 
practices and set aside the same and consequently, declare 
that the next candidate who has polled the highest number 
of votes, ic. the petitioner herein, as returned elected. 

(c) to grant further relief or reliefs, and 

(d) costs of the petition. 

APPLICATION NO. 105 OF 2005 
P. Cliidambaram, 

80, Motilal Street. 

Kandandur Post, 

Karaikudi Taluk, 

Sivaganaga District. 

Now residing at No. 16, 

Pycrofts Garden Road, Office Haddows 
Road, Chennai-600006 ... Applicant 

Vs. 

1 Suba. Karuppiah 
Deva Vayal, 

Periaya Karai Post, 

Devakottai Taluk, 

Sivaganaga District. 

2. Navashad Alikhan No. 14, 

Ottakuthar Street, 

Karaikudi, 

Sivaganga, District. 

3. Venkatachalapathy, 

No. 9—18, Pavender Street, 

Nattarasankottai, 

Sivaganga District. 

4. frudayaraj, 

No. 1—325, Kavery 2nd Street, 

Sri Nagar, lyver Bunglow, 

Madurai. 

5. Kayainbu 
Kothankudi 
Vengalur Post, 

Devakotatai Taluk, 

Sivanganga District. 

6. Gimasekaran 

No. 63, Muzhuveeran Street, 

Singampimari, 

Sivaganga District. 

7. Shanmugam 

No. 40, Somu Pillai Street, 

Karaikudi, 

Sivaganga District. 

8. Chaidambaram 

No. 1/77, Thuvarampatti, 

Panagudi Post, 

Natarajapuram (Via) 

Sivaganga District 


9. Cliidambarain. 

Mariammankoil Street, 

Kovilur, 

Managiri Post, 

Sivaganga District. 

10. Chidambaram 
Kallamanakkudi. 

Puduvaval Post. 

Karaikudi Taluk, 

Sivaganga District. 

11. Subramanian Mutharayar, 

M. Arimalam. 

Mecnakshipuram Road. 

Arimalam Post, 

Thirumayam Taluk. 

Pudukottai District. 

12. The Reluming Officer/Distnct Collector. 
Sivaganga Parliamentary Constituency 
Sivaganga District. 

13. The Election Commission of India 
Rep. by its Secretary 
Nirvachan Sadan. 

Ashoka Road. 

New Delhi-110001. . . Respondents 

Application praying that this Hon blc Court be 
pleased to take up this application and decide on the 
cjuestion of striking out the offending paragraphs vi/.. 8(b). 
(c)& (d) 11 (5th, 8th, 9th, 10th. mid 13th bullets); 12(d), (e), 
(g,),(h), (i), (j) f (k), (1), (m). (n) and (o). and. 14 ; in the 
election petit ion No 3 of 2004 and consequently dismiss 
die E.P 3/2004 for want of material facts, particulars, 
evidence cause of action, triable issues Under Order 6 Rule 
16 of CPC. Order 7 Rules 11 CPCR3 o^Higli Court. Madras 
Election Petition 1967, Sec. 81 (1), 83,86 mid 100 (1) (d) (i) (ii) 
of REPRESENTATION OF PEOPLE ACT 1951 and 
consequently dismiss the Election Petition No. 3 of 2004. 

The above Original Application alongwith Election 
petition coining on for hearing before this court on various 
dales mid finally on 29-4-2005, mid upon reading the judge's 
Summons, affidavit filed bv the applicant and Counter 
affidavit filed by the first rcspondcnt/Election Petitioner in 
O.A. No. 105 of 2005 and upon reading the Election Petition 
and documents filed thereto, and upon hearing the 
arguments of Mr. G. Masilamani. Senior Advocate for 
M/s. S. Silambannan and Gladys Daniel, counsel for the 
Applicant in O.A. No. 105 of 2005 mid of Mr. R. Thiaganijan. 
counsel for the first rcspondcnt/Election Petitioner mid of 
Mr. S. Nagarajan, counsel for the 11th respondent and of 
Mr. M. R. Raghavan. counsel for the respondents 12 and 
13, mid respondents 2 to 10 not appearing cither in person 
or by advocates and having stood over for consideration 
till this day and coming on this day, in the presence of the 
advocates of the parties hereto, and this conn made the 
follow ing ORDER 

Application under Order XIV Rule 8 of Original Side 
Rules and Rule 3 of the Rules of the Madras High Court 
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Election Petitions 1967 read with Order VI Rule 16 and Order 
VDandRule 11 C.P.C. and Sections 81(1), 83,86 and 100(1) 
(d) (i) (ii) of the Representation of People Act, 1951. 

2. The first respondent in the Election Petition No. 3 
of 2004 has filed the above application praying for striking 
out the offending paragraphs in the Election Petition and 
consequently dismiss the Election Petition for want of 
material facts, particulars, evidence, cause of action and 
triable issues. 

3 . The first respondent in this application has filed 
the Election Petition No. 3 of 2004 under Sections 80 and 
80(A) read with Sections 100(1 )(b), 100 (l)(d) and 101 of 
the Representation of People Act, 1951 seeking for a 
declaration that the election of the Returned candidate/ 
Applicant herein as void and bad in law for improper 
acceptance of his nomination papers to Contest from No. 
33, Sivaganga Parliamentary Constituency by the 12th 
respondent and also for a declaration that the election of 
the Returned candidate is null and void as vitiated by 
corrupt practices and set aside the same and consequently 
to declare that the next candidate, who has polled the 
highest number of votes, namely, the first respondent 
herein, as returned elected. 

4. Forthesakeof convenience, the petitioner in the 
Election Petition, who is the first respondent in this 
application, will be referred to as the ‘Election Petitioner’, 
while the applicant in this application, who is the first 
respondent in the Election Petition, will be referred to as 
the‘Returned Candidate’in this Order. 

5. According to the Election Petitioner, he contested 
from No. 33, Sivaganga Parliamentary Constituency as a 
candidate of the All India Anna Dravida Munnetra 
Kazhagam in the election conducted on 10-5-2004 and the 
returned candidate filed his nomination papers as the candidate 
of the Indian National Congress Party. The second respondent 
was the candidate of the BahujanSamaj Party and respondents 
3 to 11 contested the election as independents. The 12th 
respondent was the Returning Officer and the 13th respondent 
is the Election Commission of India. 

6. The averments have been raised from para 5 
onwards in the Election Petition and they are referred to in 
seriatim. 

(a) In paragraph No. 5, it is stated that the returned 
candidate was a Member of the Indian National 
Congress which is a recognised national political 
party and in 1996, he was expelled from that party, as 
he joined the Tamil Manila Congress (Moopanar), a 
recognised State Political Party and he contested 
the Sivaganga Parliamentary Constituency thrice, 
namely, in 1996,1998 and 1999 as a candidate of the 
said Party and on account of difference of opinion 
during 2001 Assembly Elections, he was expelled 
from that Party and he founded the Congress 
Jananayaga Peravai and registered the same as a 
political party with the Election Commission of India 


and it is found as an unrecognised registered Political 
Party in SI. No. 204 of Table No. 3 in Tamilnadu 
Government Gazette (Extract) Part V. Sec. 4. 

(b) In paragraph 6, it is stated that the returned 
candidate was a member of Congress Jananayaga 
Peravai on the date of filing of his nomination and 
his declaration as an Indian National Congress 
candidate is false and the election petitioner’s agent 
sent a written representation on 21 -4-2004 to the 13th 
respondent requesting for furnishing of details 
regarding the official position of the returned 
candidate in Congress Jananayaga Peravai as on 
20-4-2004 and there was no reply from the 13th 
respondent. 

(c) In paragraph 7, it is stated that as per law, a 
person could not be a member of more than one 
political party at a given point of time and while 
registering a political party, particulars regarding the 
names of its President, Secretary, Treasure and other 
office bearers should be furnished along with an 
affidavit duly signed by the President/General 
Secretary of the party and sworn, before a First Class 
Magistrate/Oath Commissioner/Notary' Public to the 
effect that no member of the organization is a member 
of any other political party registered with the 
Commission and individual affidavits from at least 100 
members of the party duly sworn to the effect that the 
said member is a registered Elector and is not a member 
of any other political party should also be furnished 
and after registration of the political party, any change 
in its name, head office, office bearers, address or in 
any other material matters shall be communicated to 
the Election Commission without delay. 

(d) In paragraph 8, the election petitoner has 
averred that the returned candidate is either a founder 
leader or President or General Secretary of the 
Congress Jananayaga Peravai and if he had resigned 
and joined the Indian National Congress 
subsequently, that fact should have been informed 
to the 13th respondent and if it is so informed, the 
13th respondent could have informed the same to 
the election petitioner on his request and since the 
13th respondent has not replied to the request of the 
petitioner’s election agent, it is presumed that there 
is no change as on 20-4-2004 in the particulars 
furnished by the Congress Jananayaga Peravai at 
the time of its registration. 

(e) In paragraph 9, it is further stated that during 
the Scrutiny of nominations on 24-4-2004, the agent 
of the election petitoner and proposers raised serious 
objections before the 12th respondent seeking for 
rejection ofthe nomination of the returned candidate, 
but the objections came to be rejected by the 12th 
respondent in his proceedings dated 24-4-2004 and 
the agent of the election petitioner also sent a 





316 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: JULY 16, 2(X)5/ASADHA, 25, 1927 [Part II— Sec. 3(iii)] 


petition dated 25-4-2004 to the 13th respondent 
requesting it not to publish the final list of candidates 
and stop the election till the disposal of the petition. 

(f) In paragraph 10, it is averred that the 12th 
respondent rejected the objections without going into 
the root of the question and improperly accepted the 
nomination of the returned candidate as a valid one 
and the said acceptance is wrong, improper, illegal 
and against the spirit of the Constitution, the 
Representation of the People Act, 1951, tile Election 
Symbols (Reservation and Allotment) Order, 1968, the 
Conduct of Election Rules, 1961 together with the 
periodical instructions issued by the 13th respondent. 

(g) The election petitioner has reproduced his 
objections made on his behalf to the 12th respondent 
on 24*4-2004 in verbatim in paragraph No. 11 and 
briefly they are thus. The returned candidate on the 
date of filing of nomination is the founder and leader 
of the registered unrecognized political party, namely, 
"Congress Jananayaga Peravai” and as per the 
Election Symbols (Reservation and Allotment) Order, 

1968, the political parties are classified as recognized 
or unrecognized and among the recognized political 
parties, there are two categories, namely . State Party 
and National Party and the symbols are allotted as 
prescribed therein and the reserved symbol is the 
recognition accorded by the Election Commission to 
the particular political party and it is neither a chattel 
ow ned by the party which could be bartered or sold 
or mortgaged or gifted nor is it available to tire 
candidate not set up by the political party and 
Schedule X of the Constitution of India speaks about 
a candidate nominated by a political party and if a 
person leaves the membership of a particular party, 
he would be disqualified from being a Member of the 
House and it is an admitted fact that the returned 
candidate is not a member of the Indian National 
Congress nor can he claim that he is a member of that 
party and it is learnt that he filed Forms A and B as if 
he is a candidate set up by the Indian National 
Congress headed by Mrs. Sonia Gandhi and a 
combined reading of the provisions of the 
Representation of People Act. the provisions of the 
Election Symbols (Reservation and Allotment) Order, 

1968 coupled with Schedule X of the Constitution of 
India would show that a candidate must be a member 
of a political party to qualify himself to make use of 
Forms A and B so as to get the reserved symbol of the 
said political party w hose Forms A and B lie files and 
seeking the reserved symbol in the absence of his 
membership, w ould make his nomination not a v alid 
one. Hie returned candidate in all probability must be 
deemed only an independent candidate and if it is so, 
he should be proposed by at least 10 voters, which is 
not the case with respect to the nomination filed by 


him before the Returning Officer. The returned 
candidate is not a member of the political party, which 
has given Forms A and B in his favour and he has not 
fulfilled the formalities that are required while 
submitting the nomination by an independent 
candidate and hence his nomination has to be rejected. 

(h) The election petitioner has further stated in 
paragraph 12 that the entire election process right 
from the begining to the announcement of election 
results is vitiated and materially affected the result 
of the election for the following reasons. When the 
returned candidate filed the nomination on 194-2004, 
he was not a member of the Indian National Congress 
and hence the declaration submitted by him was a 
false one and that vitiates the entire election process 
and it is not known as to when the returned candidate 
resigned from the primary membership of Congress 
Jananayaga Peravai and on re-joining enrolled himself 
as a member of the Indian National Congress. Neither 
he nor the 12th respondent disclosed the same to 
the election petitioner and the returned candidate 
has played a fraud on the Constitution of India and 
has failed to maintain the high traditions of 
democracy and purity of elections by 
misrepresenting that he is a member of the Indian 
National Congress and he no longer continues to be 
a member of Congress Jananayaga Peravai and the 
13 tli respondent has failed in its duty to provide the 
requested information about the returned candidate 
to the petitioner’s election agent and has not 
complied with the various provisions of law in this 
regard and the improper acceptance of the returned 
candidate’s nomination by the 12th respondent has 
materially affected the election results and the polling 
trend and tire returned candidate continues to be a 
member of the Congress Jananayaga Peravai as 
evident from the various Press releases and 
advertisements given out by that party upon his 
victory in the election. 

(i) In paragraph 13, the election petitioner has 
once again reiterated the averment that by the 
improper acceptance of the nomination of the returned 
candidate by the 12th respondent, the result of the 
election insofar as it is concerned with the returned 
candidate had been materially affected and there had 
been violations of the provisions of the Constitution 
of India and the Representation of the People Act. 
1951 and the rules framed thereunder, the Election 
Symbols (Reservation and Allotment) Order. 1968 
and the Conduct of the Election Rules and in view ; T 
the illegalities, the election of the returned candi<J.4c 
has to be declared as void and bad in law. 

(j) In paragraph 14. the election petitioner has 
further averred Unit the returned candidate by making 
a false representation in Iris nomination, has indulged 


Ml I ' I <1* I'll 1 'PM » .I**’'" 


f" > ("( ■« 'I *'WH I* I h . 





[ ^rm II—Tsfe 3 (iii) ] 


MOT wra : 16, 2005/3OTTC 25, 1927 


317 


in corrupt practice which though not per se come 
under the purvious of Section 123 of the 
Representation of the People Act, 1951, by confusing 
the mind of electorate as being a Congressman. 

(k) The election petitioner, in paragraph 13 of the 
petition, has mentioned various dates on which cause 
of action arose for filing of the election petition. 

7. The present Original Application has been filed 
by the returned candidate seeking for striking out various 
offending paragraphs in the Election Petition by 
mentioning their numbers and consequently dismiss the 
Election Petition for want of material facts and triable issues. 
Hence, it is appropriate to mention the contents of the 
affidavit in the same manner as stated therein: 

"4. The only ground in the Election Petition is that 
the nomination of the returned candidate was 
k 'improperly accepted'’. Presumably the election 
petitioner seeks to invoke Section 100(l)(d)(i) of the 
Representation of the People Act, 1951, hereinafter 
referred to as the ‘ 4 1951 Act’ ’. In order to invoke the 
said ground the election petitioner should prove the 
following:— 

(a) that the nomination paper was improperly 
accepted; 

(b) that the said improper acceptance has materially 
affected the rusult of the election; and 

(c) that the material effect on the result of the 
election concerns the returned candidate. 

5. The presentation of the nomination papers, 
scrutiny, acceptance and the publication of the list 
of contesting candidates are dealt with in Sections 
32 to 39 of the 1951 Act. Section 32 prescribes the 
qualifications for a person to be nominated as a 
candidate. Such qualifications are contained in Article 
84 of the Constitution of India and in Section 4 of the 
1951 Act. Once a person who possesses the aforesaid 
qualifications is nominated as a candidate, the 
nomination paper shall be scrutinized (U/s. 36) and 
the list of validly accepted candidates shall be 
prepared [U/s. 36(8)]. Thereaftera list of contesting 
candidates shall be prepared (U/s 38). 

6. There is no averment anywhere in the Election 
Petition that any of the provisions of the Constitution 
of India or of the 1951 Act has been violated in the 
present case. There is no averment or pleading as to 
how the acceptance of the nomination of the 
applicant herein was in violation of any mandatory 
provision of the Constitution of India or of the 1951 
Act: nor is there any averment or pleading as to how 
the acceptance of the nomination was improper’. It 
is in the background of the absence of any relevant 
averment or pleading that the other averments in the 
Election Petition have to be examined and struck out 
if the said averments are irrelevant, immaterial, 
unnecessary, frivolous and/or vexatious. 


7. The averments in paragraph 8, and in particular 
the averments in sub-paragraphs (b),(c) and (d), are 
irrelevant and unnecessary to the issue raised in the 
Election Petition. There is no obligation on the part 
of a person/citizen to inform respondent No. 13 
(Election Commission) when he has joined a political 

* party. There is no obligation that respondent No. 13 
Should convey the said information to the election 
petitioner’s agent. There is no presumption that since 
the election petitioner did not receive a reply, there 
was no change as on 20-4-2004 in the particulars 
furnished by the Congress Jananayaga Pervai. An 
enuqiry into these aspects would be wholly irrelevant 
and immaterial to the issues raised in the Election 
Petition. Such an enquiry would be vexatious. Hence, 
the averments in paragraph 8(b) to (d) are liable to be 
struck out.” 

8. In paragraph 11 of the election petition, the election 
petitioner has reproduced in verbatim the objections made 
by him to respondent No. 12 (Returning Officer). Although 
those objections were rejected by the Returning Officer, 
since the objections have been reproduced in the Election 
Petition and made part of the Election Petition, the applicant 
submits that many of those averments are liable to be struck 
out on the ground that they are unnecessary, irrelevant 
and immaterial to the issues raised in the Election Petition. 
For instance the 3th bullet and the paragraph starting with 

the words, “It is reliably learnt that.” and ending with 

the words “gift it to anybody or to abuse it”, is liable to be 
struck out. The said paragraph raises no disputed question 
for fact or issue of law. It simply reflects the opinion of the 
election petitioner. No issue of fact or law can be framed 
on the basis of the averments in the said paragraph. Hence, 
the whole of the said sub-paragraph is liable to be struck 
out. 

9. Similarly, the 8thbullet and the paragraph starting 

with the words, "In the case of Thiru P. Chidambaram.” 

and ending with the words "cannot be allotted to other 
persons by the Returning Officer”, is liable to be struck 
out. The said paragraph does not raise any disputed 
question of fact or issue of law. It simply reflects the opinion 
of the election petitioner. No issue of fact or law can be 
framed on the basis of the averments in the said paragraph. 
Any enquiry into the averments in the said paragraph would 
be wholly irrelevant and immaterial to the issues raised in 
the Election Petition. Hence, the whole of the said sub- 
paragraph is liable to be struck out. 

10. Similarly, the 9thbullet and the paragraph starting 

with the words, “As already mentioned.•... and ending 

with the words ‘as a matter of adjustment or as a matter of 
will”, is liable to be struck out. The said paragraph does 
not raise any disputed question of fact or issue of law. It 
simply reflects the opinion and the presumptions of the 
election petitioner. It is not founded on any provision of 
the Constitution of India or of the 1951 Act. No issue of 
fact or law can be framed on the basis of the averments in 
the said paragraph. Any enquiry into the averments in the 
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said paragraph would be wholly unnecessary and irrelevant 
to the issues raised in the Election Petition by the petitioner. 
Hence, the whole of the said sub-paragraph is liable to be 
struck out. 

11. Similarly, the 10th bullet and the paragraph 
starting with the words, “If the above analogy is 

accepted.” and ending with the words “have not been 

followed by the said candidate”, is liable to be struck out 
as unnecessary and irrelevant. The said averments do not 
raise any disputed question of fact or issue of law. It is 
simply the argument based on the election petitioner’s 
erroneous understanding of the legal position and his 
presumptions. No issue of fact or law can be framed on the 
basis of the averments in the said paragraph. Any enquiry 
into the avemments in the said paragraph would be wholly 
irrelevant and immaterial to the issues raised in the Election 
Petition. Hence, the whole of the said paragraph is liable to 
be struck out. 

12. Similarly, the 13th bullet and the paragraph 

starting with the words, “Neither the Tenth Schedule.” 

and ending with the words “above political gimmicks”, are 
liable to be struck out as unnecessary and irrelevant to the 
issues raised in the Election Petition. The averments in the 
said paragraph are not founded on any provision of the 
Constitution of India or of the 1931 Act, They are si > iply the 
arguments based on the election petitioner’s erroneous 
understanding of the legal position and his presumptions. 
The said averments do not raise any disputed question of 
fact or issue of law. No issue of fact or law canbe framed on 
the basis of the averments in the said paragraph. Hence, the 
whole of the said sub-paragraph is liable to be struck out. 

13. The averments in paragraph 12, sub-paragraph 
(d), (e), (g), (i), (j), (k) and (1), are liable to be struck out as 
unnecessary and irrelevant to the issues raised in the 
Election Petition. For the reasons stated already, there is 
no obligation to disclose any information to the election 
petitioner. These allegations have no foundation in law. 
There is no averment that any mandatory provision of law 
has been violated. No issue of fact or law can be framed on 
the basis of the said averments in paragraph 12. Hence the 
aforesaid sub-paragraph (d), (e), (g), (i), (j), (k) and (1), are 
liable to be struck out. 

14. The averments in paragraph 12, sub-paragraphs 
(h) and (m) are liable to be struck out. The election 
petition^ has made an irresponsible allegation of fraud 
without giving any particulars of the alleged fraud. Under 
Order VI Rule 4 of the C.P.C., when a party pleads fraud, 
particulars of the alleged fraud shall be stated in the 
pleadings. ExceptforabareaUegationoffraudno particulars 
have been given. Even the allegation is based on a 
presumption of the election petitioner and not on the basis 
of any facts. There canbe no enuqiry into the irresponsible 
and unsubstantiated allegations made by the election 
petitioner in sub-paragraphs (h) and (m). Any such enquiry 
into the averments in the said paragraph would be vexatious 
and wholly irrelevant and immaterial to the issues raised in 
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the Election Petition. Hence, the whole of sub-paragraphs 
(h) and (m) are liable to be struck out. 

15. It is submitted that the averments in sub- 
paragraph (n) of paragraph 12 is liable to be struck out as 
unnecessary and irrelevant to the issues raised in the 
Election Petition. No reliance can be placed on any alleged 
press releases or advertisements. In any event, no 
connection has been alleged or established between the 
returned candidate (applicant herein) and the said press 
releases and advertisements. No enquiry can be made into 
the said press releases and advertisements. No issue of 
fact or law can be framed on the basis of the averments 
contained in sub-paragraph (n). Hence, the whole of the 
said sub-paragraph (n) is liable to be struck out. 

16. It is submitted that the averments in sub- 
paragraph (o) of paragraph 12 is liable to be struck out as 
unnecessary and irrelevant to the issues raised in the 
Election Petition. The averments in the said sub-paragraph 
are not based on any facts or documents. The said averments 
do not raise any disputed question of fact or issue of law. No 
issue of fact or law can be framed on the basis of the averments 
in the said paragraph. Hence, the whole of the said sub- 
paragraph (o) is liable to be struck out. 

17. It is submitted that the averments in paragraph 
14 of the Election Petition are liable to be struck out. 
Although there is a bad allegation of corrupt practice and 
a reference to Section 123 of the 1951 Act, there is no 
averment regarding any corrupt practice or the kind of 
corrupt practice or the provision of law which is attracted. 
Corrupt practices are defined in Section 123 of the 1951 
Act and in as much as there is no specific allegation of any 
corrupt practice within the meaning of Section 123 of the 
1951 Act, there can be no enquiry into the bare allegation. 
Since paragraph 14 of the Election Petition contains only a 
bare allegation, any enquiry into the averments in the said 
paragraph 14 would be wholly irrelevant, immaterial and 
vexatious. Hence, the whole of paragraph 14 is liable to be 
struck out. 

18. Without prejudice to the above, it is respectfully 
submitted that the Election Petition itself is liable to be 
dismissed in limine for the reasons stated in paragraph 3 of 
the counter-statement filed by respondent No. 1 (applicant 
herein). Unless the Election Petition furnishes or 
constitutes a cause of action or ground in support of the 
Election Petition as required under law, the Election Petition 
itself is not maintainable. Since no ground of law in support 
of the Election Petition, as required under the 1951 Act, 
has been made out in the Election Petition, it is submitted 
that any enquiry into the Election Petition would be 
unnecessary, irrelevant and vexatious. Hence, the whole 
of the Election Petition is liable to be dismissed in limine.” 

8. The election petitioner has filed the counter 
affidavit in the Original Application reiterating what he has 
stated in the Election Petition and has stated that the returned 
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candidate was member of Congress Jananayaga Peravai on 
the date of filing of nomination on 194-2004 and admittedly, 
he was a member of two political parties as per his claim and 
as such, the nomination submitted by him is vitiated and the 
same should not have been accepted by the 13th respondent 
herein and that would vitiate the entire election process. It is 
further stated in the counter that the allegations contained 
in the Election Petition have to be substantiated by the 
election petitioner only at the time of trial and not at the 
interlocutory stage as alleged by the applicant. It is also 
stated in the counter that whether the returned candidate 
continued to be the founder leader/President of the Congress 
Jananayaga Peravai and when he re-joined the Indian Natioaal 
Congress are all matters to be considered at the time of trial 
and not at the interlocutory stage. According to (he election 
petitioner, the material facts and material particular s, which 
are essential, would depend upon the cause of action pleaded 
by him and the evidence that may be led by him at die tune of 
trial and the pleadings as set out in the Election Petition 
cannot be struck out or amended according to die whims 
and fancies of the returned candidate and it cannot be 
contended by the applicant that it is an abuse of process of 
Court. It is further stated in the counter that there is a clear 
distinction between the full particulars and the material facts 
and the Court cannot dissect pleadings into several parts 
and struck out a portion which does not disclose the cause 
of action as alleged by the applicant/retumed candidate and 
the contention that the election petitioner has not disclosed 
the source of materials to substantiate the plea of corrupt 
practices indulged by the returned candidate would be pre¬ 
mature and the Court has to necessarily take into 
consideration the pleadings in entirety and it cannot be read 
in isolation. The election petitioner has further stated in the 
counter that the returned candidate has to necessarily prove 
and establish that he was not a member of two political 
parties at the time of filing of his nomination before the 13th 
respondent and substantiate the fact as to when he resigned 
the primary membership of Congress Jananayaga Peravai 
and relinquished his position as the Founder leader/ 
President of that party and when he rejoined the Indian 
National Congress, and those matters have to be considered 
and decided only at the time of trial. The prayer seeking for 
the rej ection of the Election Petition under Order VII, Rule 
11(A) C.P.C. on the basis that it does not disclose the cause 
of action cannot be considered unless the evidence, both— 
oral and documentary, are let in by the parties to the 
proceedings and not otherwise. Lastly, it is stated in the 
counter that the present application filed by the returned 
candidate is nothing but a fraudulent and vexatious attempt 
made with a view to avoid a fair trial with regard to the 
various allegations levelled against him and hence it is liable 
to be dismissed. 

9. The returned candidate has filed a detailed reply 
denying the averments in the counter affidavit by stating 
that the allegations contained in the Election Petition do 


not consitute a valid cause of action as required under law 
and no pleadings in the Election Petition, if proved, would 
vitiate the election process; it is for the election petitioner 
to satisfy the Court as to how the acceptance of the 
nomination of the returned candidate was invalid and 
improper, since all official acts are deemed to have been 
done correctly and properly; the election petitioner has 
not produced any valid document to prove his imaginary 
allegation about the membership of the returned candidate 
in political party or parties and further as to how and under 
what law it would invalidate his nomination; the burden is 
on the election petitioner to prove as to how the election 
process is violated by referring the relevant provision of 
laws and producing the documentary evidence therefor; 
the election petitioner’s mere assertion that the acceptance 
of the nomination is contrary to laws without specifically 
pointing out the relevant provisions of law is untenable, 
since such assertion is general, vague and untenable in 
law; no valid document has been filed by the election 
petitioner to show that the returned candidate was member 
of the Congress Jananayaga Peravai on 19-4-2004, i.e. on 
the date of nomination; the returned candidate is the best 
person to speak about his political affiliation and his 
statement and documents have been accepted by the 
Returning Officer; the election petitioner who alleges the 
contrary facts alone has to prove the allegations with 
documentary evidence, but has not done so; the newspaper 
cuttings filed by the election petitioner are inadmissible in 
evidence and unreliable in an election petition, since there 
was no authenticity for the news mentioned therein; the 
election petitioner is trying to convert the Election Petition 
into a Civil Suit under C.P.C. in general, contrary to and 
without complying with the stringent provisions of 
Representation of People Act relating to Election Petition; 
the election petitioner is trying to make a roving enquiry 
which is impermissible in law; it is not correct to state that 
the allegations made in thqEfcttion Petition are to be tested 
only at the time of trial and even at the initial stage,* the 
Court can strike out the paragraphs in the Election Petition 
which do not satisfy the legal requirement of the election 
law; the allegation that the returned candidate was originally 
a member of the Indian National Congress and later on, in 
Tamil Maanila Congress and Congress Jananayaga Peravai 
are general statements without material particulars and not 
germane to the gravamen of charge in the Election Petition; 
the allegation that the returned candidate continued to be 
the founder leader of the Congress Jananayaga Peravai on 
the date of filing of his nomination is denied; the returned 
candidate has filed this application only on the basis that 
there is no cause of action for the Election Petition and 
does not file to delay the fair trial as alleged by the election 
petitioner; the allegation of the election petitioner that the 
returned candidate was a member of the two political parties 
on the date of filing of his nomination is nothing but per se 
scandalous, fraudulent and vexatious and it is not 
supported by material particulars and evidence; it is not 
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correct to state that there is a clear distinction between 
the full particulars and material facts and the Court cannot 
dissect the pleadings into several parts and to find out 
which part does not disclose the cause of action; the 
election petition cannot proceed to trial on the basis of 
newspaper reports, presumption, assumption only since 
the same is not permissible in law; the election petitioner 
has not disclosed any material source, facts, particulars, 
documents or evidence to substantiate the plea of corrupt 
practices and hence the same has to be struck out; the 
averments in the Election Petition would not lead to any 
conclusion, much less to irresist ible conclusion of valid 
cause of action even to try it and the returned candidate 
has placed valid material facts, circumstances and law for 
the rejection of the Election Petition, since after striking 
out the untenable portions in the Election Petition, there 
shall remain no relevant portion to constitute cause of 
action and triable issues in the Election Petition; the 
election petitioner cannot throw the burden of disproving 
his suspicion on the basis of assumption and presumption 
on the shoulder of the returned candidate and the 
averments made in the counter affidavit have to be rejected 
in limine; the election petitioner has attempted to.seek 
trial in an Election Petition in respect of matters which are 
not triable; the election law has to be followed strictly, 
consequently pleadings and averments in an Election 
Petition which are not in consonance with the requirement 
of election law have to be struck out at the initial stage 
itself, so that the trial in the Election Petition is not clouded 
mid miscarried otherwise than in compliance with, as 
required by law. 

10. The first respondent alone has filed his counter 
in this application and the learned counsel for respondents 
11 to 13 have made an endorsement that they are not filing 
any counter to the application. All other respondents are 
already set ex parte in the main Election Petition. 

11. Mr. G. Masilamani. learned Senior Counsel 
appearing for the applicant/retumcd candidate contended 
that the right conferred in the matter of election is not a 
common law right and it is only a statutory right; that the 
only ground alleged in the election petition is that the 
nomination of the returned candidate was improperly 
accepted invoking the provision under Section 100 (1 )(d).(i) 
of the Representation of People Act and there is no 
averment or pleading as to how the acceptance of the 
nomination was in violation of any mandatory provision of 
the Constitution of India or of the Representation of People 
Act, 1951 and as to how the acceptance of the nomination 
was improper and has materially affected the result of tire 
election and also insofar as it concerned the returned 
candidate and hence the said averment is frivolous and 
vexatious and liable to be struck out; that the first 
respondent/election petitioner has made irresponsible 
allegation of fraud without giving any particulars of the 
alleged fraud and any enquiry into it would be vexatious, 
irrelevant and immaterial; that there is a bald allegation of 


corrupt practice mentioned in the election petition, but 
there is no specific allegation of corrupt practice within the 
meaning of Section 123 of the Act and there can be Tip 
enquiry into the bald allegation; that the election petitioner 
has not filed any valid document to show that the returned 
candidate was a member of Congress Jananayaga Peravai 
on 19-4-2004 i.e., on the date of nomination and the returned 
candidate is the best person to speak about his political 
affiliation and his document and statements have been 
accepted by the Returning Officer and the authorised 
person of the Congress Party has certified about the 
returned candidate and has given letter of requisition, which 
was accepted by the Returning Officer and the election 
petitioner is trying to shift the burden of proof on the 
shoulder of the returned candidate, which is impermissible 
in law and the newspaper cuttings filed by the election 
petitioner are inadmissible evidence and there is no 
authenticity for the news mentioned therein and the 
election petitioner is trying to make a roving enquiry, which 
is not permissible in law and the election petitioner is trying 
to convert the Election Petition into a Civil Suit under CPC 
in general, contrary to and without complying with the 
stringent provisions of the Representation of People Act 
relating to Election Petition; that the allegation that the 
returned candidate is continued to be a Founder Leader of 
Congress Jananayaga Peravai on the date of nomination is 
not correct and the election petitioner has not disclosed 
his source of information and the material particulars with 
regard to the same; that the allegation of the election 
petitioner that the returned candidate was member of two 
political parties on the date of filing his nomination, is 
nothing but per se scandalous, fraudulent, vexatious and 
unsupported by material facts and particulars or even list 
evidence as required in the election law; that the election 
petition cannot proceed to trial on the basis of newspaper 
reports, presumption and assumption only and the absence 
of material facts and material particulars and documentary 
evidence will suffice to strike out the unsupported 
averments in the election petition wjiich are vexatious, 
irrelevant and immaterial and the election petitioner has 
not referred to any provisions of law 7 in the election petition, 
disclsoing any disqualification flowing from the alleged 
membership of political parties even if proved and the non¬ 
disclosure of the relevant provision of law is fatal to the 
maintainability of the election petition; that the election 
petition has to be dismissed in limine for want of material 
facts, cause of action and triable issues and that the 
requirement of Sect ion 83 of the Representation of People 
Act is mandatory and the election petitioner has not 
satisified the said requirement. 

12. In support of the contention that the 
Representation of People Act is a self contained enactment 
and the election petition is neither a fundamental right nor 
a common law right, but only a statutory right, the learned 
Senior Counsel appearing for the applicant/retumed 
candidate relied on the following decisions of the Apex 
Court: 


* . . 
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“(1) N. P. PONNUSWAMI v. RETURNING 
OFFICER, NAMAKKAL CONSTITUENCY, 
NAMAKKAL SALEM DIST., AND OTHERS 
(AIR 1952 SUPREME COURT 64). 

(2) DHARTIPAKAR MAD AN LAL AGARWAL 
v. SHRI RAJIV GANDHI (AIR 1987 SUPREME 
COURT 1577). 

(3) C. NARAYANASWAMY v. C. K. JAFFER 
SHARIEF AND OTHERS (1994 Supp (3) 
Supreme Court cases 170). 

(4) JAIPAL SINGH v. SMT. SUMITRA 
MAHAJAN AND ANOTHER (AIR 2004 
SUPREME COURT 2066 : (2004) 4 Supreme 
Court Cases 522).” 

13. The following decisions of the Apex Court were 
also relied on by the learned Senior counsel appearing for 
the applicant/retumed candidate for the proposition that 
the portions of the election petition which do not disclose 
any cause of action are liable to be struck off under Order 
VI. Rule 16 CPC and the Court is empowered to strike out 
the pleading which is unnecessary, scandalous, frivolous 
or vexatious and after striking out the pleadings if there is 
no triable issue remains to be considered, the court is 
empowered to reject the election petition under Order VI, 
Rule 11 CPC and there should be no vagueness in the 
allegation of corrupt practice and there should be a frV 
and complete statement of material facts in the allegations 
of corrupt practice and the pleadings relating to it have to 
be scrutinized in a strict manner and to declare the election 
to be void under Section 100(1 )(d) of the Representation pf 
People Act, the election petitioner has to plead and show 
that the result of the election insofar as it concerned to the 
returned candidate has been materially affected by the 
alleged improper acceptance of any nomination or by the 
alleged non-compliance with the provisions of the Act pr 
of the Rules. 

“(1) VASHIST NARAIN SHARMA v. DEV 
CHANDRA AND OTHERS (A.I.R. 1954 S.C. 
513). 

(2) DHARTIPAKAR MAD AN LAL AGARWAL 
v. SHRI RAJIV GANDHI (AIR 1987 SUPREME 
COURT 1577). 

.(3) LALIT KISHORE CHATURVEDI v. JAGDISH 
PRASAD THADA AND OTHERS (AIR 1990 
SUPREME COURT 1731). 

(4) KRIPA SHANKAR CHATTERJI v. GURUDAS 
CHATTERJEE AND OTHERS (AIR 1995 
SUPREME COURT 2152). 

(5) JAGJIT SINGH v. DHARAM PAL SINGH AND 
OTHERS (1995 Supp (1) Supreme Court Cases 
422). ■ 

(6) L.R. SHIVARAMAGOWDA AND OTHERS v. 
T.M. CH ANDRASHEKHAR (DEAD BYLRS 
AND OTHERS (1999 1 SCC 666; AIR 1999 SC 
252). 


(7) UMA BALLAV RATH (SMT) v. 
MAHESHWAR MOHANTY (SMT) AND 
OTHERS (1999 3 Supreme Court Cases 357). 

(8) SANTOSH YADAVv. NARENDER SINGH 
(AIR2002 SUPREME COURT 241). 

(9) SALEEMBHAI AND OTHERS v. STATEOF 
MAHARASHTRA AND OTHERS (AIR 2003 
SUPREME COURT 759). 

(10) JAIPAL SINGH v. SMT. SUMITRA 
MAHAJAN AND ANOTHER (AIR 2004 
SUPREME COURT 2066 : (2004)4 Supreme 
Cases 522),” 

14. The following decisions of the Apex Court were 
further relied on by the learned Senior Counsel appearing 
for the applicant/retumed candidate for the proposition 
that a newspaper report is only a hearsay secondary 
evidence unless proved by evidence aliunde : 

".1 SAMANT N. BALAKRISHNA, etc., v. 
GEORGE FERNANDEZ AND OTHERS etc., 
(AIR 1969 SUPREME COURT 1201). 

2. LAXMI RAJ SHETTY AND ANOTHER v. 
STATE OF TAMIL NADU (1988 Supreme 
Court Cases (Cri) 63 3). 

3. S.A. KHAN v. CH. BHAJAN LAL AND 
OTHERS ((1993) 3 Supreme Court Cases 151.)" 

15. Per contra, Mr. Thaigarajan, learned counsel 
appearing for the first respondent/election petitioner 
contended that the application is not maintainable in law 
and on facts and liable to be dismissed in limine; that the 
election of the applicant/retumed candidate has to be 
declared as void and bad in law for the improper acceptance 
of his nomination, overruling the objections raised by the 
first respondent/election petitioner before the Returning 
Office, that the returned candidate was a member of 
Congress Jananayaga Peravai on the date of filing of 
nomination on 19-4-2004 and he was a member of two 
political parties and as such the very nomination submitted 
by him is vitiated and should not have been accepted; that 
the returned candidate did not possess the requisite 
qualification since he was the founder leader and primary 
member of the Congress Jananayaga Peravai at the time of 
filing of his nomination and the election petitioner has set 
out the facts and circumstances as to how there was 
violation of the mandatory provisions of the law and he 
allegations can be substantiated only at the time of trail by 
letting in evidence and this stage, it cannot be said that he 
has not disclosed any cause of action or abused the process 
of court as mentioned under Order VII, Rule 11(a) CPC; 
that the applicant/retumed candidate had originally 
resigned from the Indian National Congress and joined 
Tamil Manila Congress, a regional outfit and it is a mystery 
as to when he rejoined the Indian National Congress and 
he had not furnished any information about that the time 
of filing of his nomination as required by law and those 
matters have to be considered at the time of trial only ; that 
the issue before the Court is whether the returned candidate 
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was a member of two political parties at the time of filing of 
his nomination before the Returning Officer and whether 
the sequence of events set out in the election petition 
would vitiate the election process; that the particulars 
furnished in the election petition would amount to material 
facts and the election petitioner would demonstrate the 
cause of action at the time of trial; that the pleadings as set 
out in the election petition cannot be struck out as sought 
for unless the applicant makes out that it is an abuse of 
process of Court and process of law; that there is distinction 
between the full particulars and the material facts and the 
court cannot dissect pleadings into several parts and struck 
out a portion which does not disclose of action as alleged 
by the applicant; that the averment that the election 
petitioner has not disclosed the source of material to 
substantiate the plea of corrupt practice, at this stage, would 
be premature and the application has been filed only to 
mislead the Court with regard to various provisions more 
particularly. Sections 83(l)(a) and 86 of the Representation 
of People Act; that the applicant/retumed candidate has 
not set out in detail as to how the allegations made against 
him are unnecessary, scandalous and frivolous or vexatious 
and abuse of process of Court and the plea for rejection of 
the election petition on the basis that it does not disclose 
the cause of action, is liable to be rejected and the pleadings 
have to be tested only at the time of trial and not at the 
interlocutory stage. 

16. In support of his contentions, the learned counsel 
for the first respondent relied on various decisions of the 
Apex Court. In fact, some of the decisions were relied on 
by both sides for the propositions of law laid down therein. 

17. The learned counsel for the first respondent relied 
on the following decisions of the Apex Court with regard 
to the distinction berween the material facts and the material 
particulars and the power of court to permit the election 
petitioner to furnish material particulars at a later stage and 
the requirement of law pertaining to the allegation of corrupt 
practice; 

" 1. UDHAV SINGH v. MADHAV RAO SC1ND1A 
(AIR 1976 SUPREME COURT 744). 

2. ROOP LAL SATHI v. NACHHATTAR SINGH 
(AIR 1982 SUPREME COURT 1559). 

3. Azhar Hussain v. Rajiv Gandhi (1986 (Supp) 
Supreme Court Cases 315). 

4. F. A. Sapa and Others v. Singora find Others 
((1991) 3 Supreme Court Cases 375). 

5. D. RAMACHANDRAN v. R. V. Janakiraman 
and Others (AIR 1999 Supreme Courts 1128). 

6. V. S. Achuthanandan v. P. J. Francis and 
another (AIR 1999 Supreme Coyrt 2044). 

7. H.D. Revanna v. G. Puttaswamv Gowda and 
others ((1999) 2 Supreme Court Cases 217). 

8. Mahendra Pal v. Ram Dass Malanger and others 
((2000) 1 Supreme Court Cases 261). 


9. Mr. V. Narayanaswamy v. Mr. C.P. 
Thirunavukkarasu (2000(1) Supreme Court 
Cases 290). 

10. Regu Mahesh Alias Regu Maheshwar Rao 
((2004) 1 Supreme Court Cases 46). 

11. Ajay Kumar Poeia v. Shyam and others (2004) 

1 Supreme Court Cases 429). 

12. Boi^aram Deuri v. Premodhar Bora and another 
(2004) 2 Supreme Court Cases 227). 

13. Sopan Sukhdeo Sable and others v. Assistant 
Charity Commissioner and others ((2004)3 
Supreme Court Cases 137). 

14. Jaipal Singh v. Smt. Sumitra Mahajan and 
another (AIR 2004 Supreme Court 2066: (2004) 
4 Supreme Court Cases 522). 

15. Chandrika Prasad Yadav v. State of Bihar and 
others ((2004)6 Supreme Court Cases 331). 

16. Mahadeorao Sokaji Shivankar v. Ramaratan 
Bapu and others ((2004) 7 Supreme Court Cases 
181). 

17. Rupadhar Pujari v. Gangadhar Bhatra (2004)7 
Supreme Court Cases 654). 

18. Liverpool & London S.P. & I Association Ltd. 
v. M.V. Sea Success I and another ((2004) 9 
Supreme Court Cases 512). 

19. Chandrakant Uttam Chodankar v. Dayanand 
Ra\n Mandrakar and others ((2005) 2 Supreme 
Court Cases 188)” 

18. The learned counsel for the first respondent cited 
some more decisions with regard to the dispute as to the 
symbol between two parties arising under Election Symbols 
(Reservation & Allotment) Order and as such they are not 
relevant to this application and hence they are not 
mentioned. 

19. The law relating to election petition filed under 
the Representation of People Act, 1951 is well settled and 
the obsen'ations of Their Lordships of the Supreme Court 
in some of the landmark Judgments are extracted below’: 

k T. Dhartipakar Madan Lai Agarwal v. Shri Rajiv 
Gandhi (AIR 1987 Supreme Court 1577).” 

‘Para 8. The first question which falls for our 
determination is whether the High Court had 
Jurisdiction to strike out pleading under O. VI, 
R. 16, C.P .C. and to reject the election petition 
under O VD, R. 11 of the Code at the preliminary 7 
stage even though no written statement had 
been filed by the respondent. Section 80 
provides that no election is to be called in 
question except by an election petition 
presented in accordance with the provisions 
of Part VI of the Act before the High Court. 
Section 81 provides that an election petition 
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may be presented on one or more of the 
grounds specified in S. 100 by an elector or by 
a candidates questioning the election of a 
returned candidate. Section 83 provides that 
an election petition shall contain a concise 
statement of material facts on which the 
petitioner relies and he shall set forth full 
particulars of any corrupt practice that he may 
allege including full statement of the names of 
the parties alleged to have committed such 
corrupt practice and the date and place of the 
commission of each such practice. Section 86 
confers power on the High Court to dismiss an 
election petition which does not comply with 
the provisions of Ss. 81 and 82 or S. 117. Section 
87 deals with procedure to be followed in the 
trial of the election petition and it lays down 
that subject to the provisions of the Act and 
any rules made thereunder, every election 
petition shall be tried by the High Court as 
nearly as may be in accordance with the 
procedure applicable to the trial of suits under 
the Code of Civil Procedure, 1908. Since 
provisions of Civil Procedure Code apply to 
the trial of an election petition, O.VI, R. 16 and 
O. VI, R. 17 are applicable to the proceedings 
relating to the trial of an election petition 
subject to the provisions of the Act. On a 
combined reading of Ss.81,83,86 and 87of the 
Act, it is apparent that those paras of a petition 
which do not disclose any cause of action, are 
liable to be struck off under O.VI, R. 16, as the 
Court is empowered at any stage of the 
proceedings to stricke out or delete pleading 
which is unnecessary, scandalous, frivolous 
or vexatious or which may tend to prejudice, 
embarrass or delay the fair trial of the petition 
or suit. It is the duty of the court to examine 
the plaint and it need not wait till the defendant 
files written statement and points, out the 
defects. If the court on examination of the plaint 
or the election petition finds that it does not 
disclose any cause of action it would be 
justified in striking out the pleadings. Order 
VI, Rule 16 itself empowers the Court to strike 
out pleadings at any stage of the proceedings 
which may even be before the filing of the 
written statement by the respondent or 
commencement of the trial. If the Court is 
satisfied that the election petition does not 
make out any cause of action and that the trial 
would prejudice, embarrass and delay the 
proceedings, the court need not wait for the 
filing of the written statement instead it can 
proceed to hear the preliminary obj ections and 
strike out the pleadings. If after striking out 
the pleadings the court finds that not triable 
issues remain to be considered, it has power 


to reject the election petition under O. VI, R. 
11 . 

Para 14. Before we consider various paras 
of the election petition to determine the 
correctness of the High Court order we think it 
necessary to bear in mind the nature of the 
right to elect, the right to be elected and the 
right to dispute election and the trial of the 
election petition. Right to contest election or 
to question the election by means of an election 
petition is neither common law nor 
fundamental right instead it is a statutory right 
regulated by the statutory provisions of the 
Representatinon of the People Act, 1951. There 
is no fundamental or common law right in these 
matters. This is well settled by catena of 
decisions of this Court in N.P. Ponnuswami v. 
Returning Officer 1952 SCR 218: (AIR 1952 SC 
14), Jagan Nath V. Jaswant Singh AIR 1954 SC 
210, Jyoti Basu v. Debi Ghosal (1982) 3 SC 318: 
(AIR 1982 SC 983). These decisions have setted 
the legal position that outside the statutory 
provisions there is no right to dispute an 
election. The Representation of the People Act 
is a complete and self contained Code within 
which any rights claimed in relation to an 
election or an election dispute must be found. 
The provisions of the Civil Procedure Code 
are applicable to the extent as permissible by 
S.87 of the Act. The scheme of the Act as 
noticed earlier would show that an election 
can be questioned under the statute as 
provided by S.80 on the grounds as contained 
in S. 100 of the Act. Section 83 lays down a 
mandatory provision in providing that an 
election petition shall contain a concise 
statement of material facts and sqt forth full 
particulars of corupt practice. The pleadings 
are regulated by S. 83 and it makes it obligatory 
on the election petitioner to give the requisite 
facts, details and particulars of each corrupt 
practice with exactitude. If the election petition 
fails to make out a ground under S. 100 of the 
Act it must fail at the threshould. Allegations 
of corrupt practice are in the nature of criminal 
charges, it is necessary that there should be 
no vagueness in the allegations so that the 
returned candidate may know the case he has 
to meet. If the allegations are vague and general 
and the particulars of corrupt practice are 
not stated in the pleadings, the trial of the 
election petition cannot proceed for want of 
cause of action. The emphasis of law is to 
avoid a fishing and roving inquiry. It is 
therefore necessary for the Court to scrutinize 
the pleadings relating to corrupt practice in a 
strict manner. 
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“Para 30. Then aforesaid allegations do not amount 
to any corrupt practice as contemplated by S. 123 of the 
Act. At best these allegations raise a grievance that the 
presiding officers did not perform their duties in 
accordance with law in as much as they failed in their 
duty to remove the posters and other propaganda material 
from the polling booth and the hand which was the election 
symbol of Rajiv Gandhi and the same was displayed within 
100 meters of the polling booth in violation of the rules. 
The allegations do not make out any charge of corrupt 
practise. If at all the allegations could be a ground under 
S. 100(1 )(d)(iv) of the Act for setting aside election on the 
ground of it being materially affected but no such plea 
was raised. Para 54 to 58 do not deal with any corrupt 
practice.” 

2. L.R. SHIVARAMAGOWDA AND OTHERS v. 
TM CHANDRASHEKAR (DEAD) BY LRS AND OTHERS 
[(1999) 1 Supreme Court Cases 666]. 

“Para 10. That apart, it is reightly pointed out by the 
appellant’s counsel that in order to declare an election to 
be void under Section 100(l)(d)(iv), it is absolutely 
necessary for the election petitioner to plead that the result 
of the election in so far as it concerned the returned 
candidate had been materially affected by the alleged non- 
compliance with the provisons of the Act or of the Rules. 
We have already extracted para 39 of the election petition 
which is the only relevant paragraph. One will search in 
vain for an averment in that paragraph that the appellant 
’• ■ ! spent for the election an amount exceeding the 
pi-scribed limit or that the result of the election was 
materially affected by the failure of the appellant to give 
true and correct accounts of expenditure. In the absence of 
either averment, it was not open to the appellant to adduce 
evidence to that effect. It cannot be denied that the two 
matters referred to above are material facts which ought to 
find a place in an election petition if the election is sought 
to be set aside on the basis of such facts. 

Para 11. This Court has repeatedly stressed the 
importance of pleadings in an election petition and 
pointed out the difference between “material facts” and 
“material particulars”. While the failure to plead material 
facts is fatal to the election petition and no amendment of 
the pleading could be allowed to introduce such material 
facts after the time-limit prescribed for filing the election 
petition, the absence of material particulars can be cured 
at later stage by an appropriate amendment. In Balwan 
Singhv. LakshmiNarain [AIR 1960 SC 770: (1960)3 SCR 
91] the Constitution Bench held that an election petition 
was not liable to be dismissed in limine merely because 
full particulars of corrupt practice alleged were not set 
out. On the facts of the case, the Court found that the 
alleged corrupt practice of hiring a vehicle for the 
conveyance of the voters to the polling station was 




sufficiently set out in the pleading. The Court pointed 
out that the corrupt practice being hiring or procuring of 
the vehicle for the conveyance of the electors, if full 
particulars of conveying by a vehicle of electors to or 
from any polling stations were given. Section 83 was duly 
complied with, even if the particulars of the contract of 
hiring, as distinguished from the fact of hiring were not 
given. 

Para 12. In Samant N. Balkrishna v. George 
Fernandez [(1969) 3 SSC 238] the Court said that if the 
material facts of the corrupt practice are stated, more or 
better particulars of the charge may be given later, but 
where the material facts themselves are missing, it is 
impossible to think that the charge has been made and 
later amplified and that would tantamount to making of a 
fresh petition. 

Para 16. If the abvove well-settled principies are 
applied in this case, there is no doubt whatever that the 
election petition suffers from a very serious defect of failure 
to set out material facts of the alleged corrupt practice. The 
defect invalidates the election petition in that regard and 
thepetitioner ought not to have been prermitted to adduce 
any evidence with reference to the same. 

“Para 16A. We have already extracted paras (f) and 
(g) of the affidavit filed along with the election petition. It 
does not disclose the source of information. Nor does it 
set out which part of the election petition was personally 
known to the petitioner and which part came to be known 
by him on information. Significantly, paras (a) to (e) of the 
affidavit state that the averments therein are true to his 
information. Para (f) is silent on this aspect of the matter. 
Para (g) refers to all the 42 paragraphs in the petition. The 
affidavit is not in conformity with the prescribed Form No. 
25. Thus there is a failure to comply with Rule 94-A of the 
Conduct of Election Rules. It is a very serious defect which 
has been overlooked by the High Court.” 

3. JAIPAL SINGH v. SMT. SUMITRAMAHAJAN 
AND ANOTHER (AIR 2004 SUPREME COURT 2066 : 
[(2004) 4 Supreme Court Cases 522]. 

“Para 3. On the above pleadings, a preliminary issue 
was framed by the High Court—as to whether the petition 
lacked in material facts and did not disclose cause of action. 
By the impugned judgement, the High Court held that 
Section 83(l)(a) of the said Act mandates that an election 
petition shall contain a concise statement of material facts 
on which the petitioner relies, that in the present case, the 
appellant had failed to aver and plead two material facts 
viz., that his application for voluntary retirement was 
accepted by the appointing authority before the date of 
scrutiny and that his request for waiver of the notice period 
of three months was actually accepted. In the absence of 
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disclosure of the above facts, the High Court dismissed 
the election petition. 

Para 7. Section 83 deals with contents of petition. 
It states that an election petition shall contain a concise 
statement of material facts, on which the petitioner relies 
and shall state full particulars of any corrupt practice which 
petitioner alleges and which shall be signed by him and 
verified in the manner laid down in the Code of Civil 
Procedure. In the case of Sopan Sukhdeo Sable and others 
v. Assistant Charity Commissioner and other reported in 
[2004 (2) Scale 82: (2004) 3 SCC 137] it has been held that 
the Order VI, Rule 2(1) of CPC deals with basic rule of 
pleadings and declares that the pleadings has to state 
material facts and not the evidence; that there is a 
distinction between material facts’ and particulars’ and 
the words ' material facts’show that the facts necessary to 
formulate a complete cause of action must be stated. 
Omission of single material fact leads to an incomplete 
cause of action and consequently, the plaint becomes bad 
The distinction between ‘material facts’ and particulars’ 

. -wt by Scott. L.J. in Bruce v. Odhams Press Ltd. 

Was QTOUfei.v . „ 

[(1936) 1 KB 697) inthexoi.J' v . ,n2passage 

"The cardinal provision in Rule 4 is that the statement 
of claim must state the material facts. The word“material’’ 
means necessary for the purpose of formulating a complete 
cause of action; arid if aiiy one “material” statement is 
omitted, the statement Of claim is bad: it is “demiffflble” in 
the old phraseology, and in the i§ liable to be'strtiek 
out underR.S.C.Order XXV, Rtile4 [seePhilippsi> Mtipps 
(1872) 4 QBD 127]: or a “further and better statement &f 
claim’’ may be ordered under Rule 7. The fuction of 
"particulars’’ under Rule 6 is quite different. They are not 
to be used in order to fill material gaps in a demurrable 
statement of claim-gaps which ought to have been filled 
by appropriate statements of the vdHOlis material fact which 
together constitute the Plaintiff’s cause of action The tisO 
of particular is intended to meet a further and quite sfepafate 
requirement of pleadings, imposed in fairiiess ditd justice 
to the defendant. Their function is to fill in the picture of 
the plaintiff's cause of action with information sufficiently 
detailed to put the defendant on his guard as to the cdsb lib 
had to meet mid to enable him to prepare for trial.’’ 

Para 8. The above dictum of Scott, L.J. in Bruce’s 
case (supra) has been quoted with approval by this Court 
in the case of Samant N. Balkrishna v. George Fernandez 
[(1969) 3 SCC 238]. 

Para 9. As to what is the material fact has to be 
decided in the present case, in the context of the election 
petition under the said Act. An election petition is a matter 
of statutory right. In the petition, the key issue was whether 
(lie appellant held an office of profit on the date of scrutiny. 
For that purpose, the appellant ought to have stated that 
on 13-3-2002 he had requested for waiver of the notice 


period; that the appointing authority had received the notice 
on the specified date and that his request for waiver stood 
granted on the date of scrutiny and he ceased to be a 
government servant. These were the material facts which 
the appellant should have pleaded so that the returned 
candidates would not be taken by surprise. They are 
material facts within his knowledge and ought to have 
been pleaded in the election petition. Lastly, even the letter 
of the appellant seeking the waiver of the notice period did 
not form part of the election petition. Hence, the High Court 
was right in dismissing the election petition for want of 
material facts. 

4. S. A KHAN v. CH. BHAJAN LAL AND OTHERS 
[(1993)3 Supreme Court Cases 151]. 

“Para 21. The bone of contention of Mr. Parasaran 
is that the statement of fact contained in a newspaper report 
is merely hearsay and therefore inadmissible in evidence in 
the absence of any proof by evidence aliunde. According 
to him, in the present case there is no proof that the alleged 
contemptuous statement was in fact made by the Chief 
Minister as it appears in the Press note. According to him, 
it is only for the applicant to satisfy the Court by adducing 
acceptable evidence that the statment of fact contained in 
the report 15 true and that It calls for issue of suo motu 
notice. According to him, the decision in P.C. Sen, Re (AIR 
1970 SC 1821) cannot be availed ofby the applicant because 
in that case, the evidence was led before the Court to prove 
that the offending speech was in fact broadcast by the 
Oitef Minister on the All India Radio, Calcutta Station. In 
support of hi* submission that the news item cannot be 
the ba sis for initiating contempt proceeding against the 
alleged makef Of the statement, he relied upon a decision of 
this Court in Samant N. Balkrishna v. George Fernandez 
[(1969) i SCC 238) wherein it has been held that news items 
when published m garbled versions and cannot be 
regarded as proof of what actually happened or was said 
without other acceptable evidence through proper 
witnesses He also drew out attention to the dictum laid 
down by this Court in Laxmi Raj Shetty v. State of T.N. 
(1938) 3 SCC 319,346 with regard to the admissibility of the 
news item appearing in a Press report. The dictum reads 
thus: (SCC p, 346, paras 25 and 26) 

c< We cannot take judicial notice of the facts stated in 
a news item being in the nature of hearsay secondary 
evidence, unless proved by evidence aliunde. A report in a 
newspaper is only hearsay evidence A newspaper is not 
one of the documents referred to in Section 78(2) of the 
Evidence Act, 1872 by which an allegation of fact can be 
proved. The presumption of genuineness attached under 
Section 81 of the Evidence Act to a newspaper report cannot 
be treated as proved of the facts reported therein. 

It is now well settled that a statement of fact 
contained in a newspaper is merely hearsay and, therefore. 
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inadmissible in evidence in the absence of the maker of the 
statement appearing in court and deposing to have 
perceived the fact reported.” 

5. SANTOSH YADAV v. NARENDER SINGH (AIR 
2002 SUPREME COURT 241). 

"Para 16. The law as regards the results of el ection 
having been materially affected in case of improper 
acceptance of nomination may be summed up as under:— 

(1) A case of result of the election, in so far as it 
concerns the returned candidate, having been materially 
affected by the improper acceptance of any nomination, 
within the meaning of Section 100(1 )(d)(i) of the 
Representation of the People Act, 1951 has to be made out 
by raising specific pleadings setting out all material facts 
and adducing cogent evidence so as to enable a clear 
finding being arrived at on the distribution of wasted votes, 
that is, the manner in which the votes would have been 
distributed if the candidate, whose nomination paper was 
improperly accepted, was not in the fray. 

(4) The burden of proof placed on the election 
petitioner is very strict and so difficult to discharge as 
nearing almost an impossibility. There is no room for any 
guess-work, speculation, surmises or conjectures i acting 
on a mere possibility. It will not suffice merel y to say that 
all or majority' of wasted votes might have gove lo tire next 
highest candidate. The law requires proof.. ..... 

6. UDHAV SINGH v. MADHAV RAO SCIND1A 
(AIR. 1976 SUPREME COURT 744). 

"Para 37, Like the Code of Civil Procedure, this 
section also envisages a distinction between “material 
facts” and “material particulars” Cl (a) of Sub-section 
(1) corresponds to Order 6, Rule 2. while Clause (bj is 
analogous to Order 6, Rules 4 and 6 of the^-Ctxle. The 
distinction between ‘material facts” and material 
particulars” is important because different consequences 
may flow from a deficiency of such facts orparticulars in 
the pleading. Failure to plead even a single material fact 
leads to an incomplete cause of action mid incomplete 
allegations of such a charge are liable to be struck off under 
Order 6, Rule 16, Code of Civil Procedure. If the petition is 
based solely on those allegations which suffer from lack of 
materH facts the petition is liable to be summari ly rejected 
for want ol a cause of action. In the case of a petition 
suffering from a deficiency of material particulars, the 
court has a discretion to allow the petitioner to supply the 
required particulars even alter the expiry of limitation. 

Para 38. All the primary facts which must be proved 
at the trial by a party to establish the existence of a cause 
of action or his defence, are “material facts”. In the context 
of a charge of corrupt practice, "material facts” would mean 
all the basic facts constituting the ingredients of the 
particular corrupt practice alleged, which the petitioner is 


bound to substantiate before he can succeed on that 
charge. Whether in an election-petition, a particular fact is 
material or not, and as such required to be pleaded is a 
question which depends on the nature of the charge 
levelled, the ground relied upon and the special 
circumstances of the case. In short, all those facts which 
are essential to clothe the petitioner with a complete cause 
of action, are “material facts” which must be pleaded, and 
failure to plead even a single material fact amounts to 
disobedience of the mandate of Sec. 83(l)(a). 

Para 39. “Particulars”, on the other hand, are “the 
details of the case set up by the party”. “Material 
particulars” within the contemplation of Clause (b) of 
Section 83(1) would therefore mean all the details which 
are necessary to amplify, refine and embellish the material 
facts already pleaded in the petition in compliance with the 
requirements of Clause (a). “Particulars” serve the purpose 
of finishing touches to the basic contours of a picture 
already drawn to make it full, more detailed and more 
informative” 

7. D. RAMACHANDRAN v. R. V. JANAKJRAMAN 
AND OTHERS (AIR 1999 SUPREME COURT 1128). 

“Para 8.For the purpose of considering a 

preliminary objection, the averments in the petition should 
be assumed to be true and the Court has to find out whether 
those averments disclose a cause of action or tribal issue 
such. The Court cannot probe into the facts on the basis of 
the controversy raised in the counter. 

Para 9. Under Order VI, Rule 16, the Court is enabled 
to strike out a pleading (a) which may be unnecessary, 
scandalous, frivolous or vexatious or (b) which may tend 
to prejudice, embarrass or delay the fair trial of the suit; or 
(c) which is otherwise an abuse of the process of the Court. 
We have already pointed out that it is not the case of the 
first respondent that the pleading in the election petition is 
vitiatedby all or any one of the aforesaid defects mentioned 
in the rule. Hence striking out parts of the pleading in this 
case was not at all j ustified. ” 

8. REGU MAHESH ALIAS REGU MAH ES WAR 
RAO [(2004) 1 Supreme Court Cases 46]. 

“Para 8. What is “corrupt practice” is set out in 
Section 123. In terms of Section 83 (l)(b), wherever 
corrupt practice is alleged, full particulars of such 
practice alleged including as full a statement as possible 
of the names of the parties alleged to have committed 
corrupt practice and the date and place of commission 
of such practice has to be indicated. Though allegations 
of fraud etc. in obtaining a false caste certificate have 
serious implications, under the Act and particularly as 
the language of Section 123(3) specifies and enumerates, 
they do not per se constitute corrupt practice. The fact 
that a candidate obtains a certificate that he belonged 
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to and is a member of the Scheduled Caste/Tribe to 
contest as one belonging to such caste/tribe, essential 
and necessary for contesting as a candidate in a reserved 
constituency, at any rate, cannot amount to an appeal to 
vote or refrain fromVoting on the ground of his caste/tribe 
for the reason that what was obligated by the statute 
upon anyone to be entitled to contest in such a reserved 
constituency cannot become condemnable as “corrupt 
practice”. To attract the vice of the said provisions as 
amounting to “corrupt practice”, independent appeal or 
canvassing for votes by the candidate or his agent or 
by another person with the consent of the candidate or 
the election agent for the furtherance of the prospects 
of the election of that candidate or for prejudicially 
affecting the election of any candidate is an essential 
ingredient.” 

9.. MAHADEORAO SUKAJI SHIVANKAR v. 
RAMARATAN B APU AND OTHERS [(2004) 7 Supreme 
Court Cases 181]. 

“Para 6. Now, it is no doubt true that all material facts 
have to be set out in an election petition. If material facts 
are not stated in a plaint or a petition, the same is liable to 
be dismissed on that ground alone as the case would be 
covered by clause (a) of Rule 11 of Order 7 of the Code. 
The question, however, is as to whether the petitioner had 
set out material facts in the election petition. The expression 
" material facts” has neither been defined in the Act nor in 
the Code. It may be stated that the material facts are those 
facts upon which a party relies for his claim or defence. In 
other words, material facts are facts upon which the 
plaintiffs cause of action or the defendant’s defence 
depends. What particulars could be said to be material 
facts would depend upon the facts of each case and no 
rule of universal application can be laid down. It is, however, 
absolutely essential that all basic and primary facts which 
must be proved at the trial by the party to establish existence 
of cause of action or defence are material facts and must be 
stated in the pleading of the party 

Para 7. But, it is equally, well settled that there is 
distinction between “material facts” and “particulars” 
Mateial facts are primary or basic facts which must be 
pleaded by die petitioner in support of the case set up by 
him either to prove his cause of action or defence. 
Particulars, on the other hand, are details in support of 
materia] facts pleaded by the party. They amplify, refine 
and embellish material facts by giving finishing touch to 
the basic contours of a picture already drawn so as to make 
it full, more clear and more informative. Particulars ensure 
conduct of fair trial and would not take the opposite party 
by surprise ” 

20. Keeping in view the above decisions and the 
relevant provisions of law, the relief of striking out the 
offending paragraphs and the rejection of election 


petition sought for in the application has to be 
considered by examining the relevant paragraphs in the 
election petition. 

21. In the averments in paragraphs 8(b) to (d) of 
the election petition, it is averred that if the 
applicant/retumed candidate, has joined Indian National 
Congress, this fact should have been informed to the 
thirteenth respondent, viz.. Election Commission of India, 
and if it is so, the thirteenth respondent could have 
informed the same to the election petitioner’s agent on 
his request and since the thirteenth respondent has not 
replied, it is presumed that there is no change as on 
20-4-2004 in the particulars furnished by Congress 
Jananayaga Peravai at the time of its registration. 
Document No. 1 filed alongwith the Election Petition, is 
the xerox copy of the Tamil Nadu Government Gazette 
Amendment Notification dated 29-3-2004 to Election 
Symbols (Reservation Sc Allotment) Order, 1968 issued 
by the Election Commission of India. Document No. 2 is 
aFax transmission report dated 21-4-2004. Document 
No. 3 is the xerox copy of the letter dated 21 -4-2004 sent 
by one Haja Najmuddin claiming to be the chief election 
agent of the election petitioner, addressed to the 13th 
respondent seeking information about the returned 
candidate’s official status in Congress Jananayaga 
Peravai as on 20-4-2004. 

22. The contention of the applicant/retumed 
candidate is that thre is no obligation on the part of a 
citizen to inform the 13th respondent viz., the Election 
Commission, as to when he joined a political party and 
there is no obligation that 13 th respondent should convey 
the information to the election petitioner’s agent and there 
is no presumption that since the election petitioner did not 
receive the reply, there was no change as on 20-4-2004 in 
the particulars given by Congress Jananayaga Peravai and 
any enquiry into these aspects would be irrelevant and 
immaterial to the issues raised in the election petition and 
such an enquiry would be vexatious and hence the 
averments are liable to be struck out. 

23. It is true that the election petitioner has not 
disclosed the provision of law under which the 
parties/citizens are required to inform the Election 
Commission furnishing the information about admission, 
resignaticnVremoval of their membership in the registered 
political party and the Election Commission is required to 
maintain information about the members of political parlies 
and the obligation on their part to furnish such membership 
information on request. In Hie absence of disclosure of 
relevant provision of law constituting the material facts 
from which the presumption can flow, those averments are 
liable to be struck out as sought for, 

24. In paragraph No. 11 of the election petition, 
the election petitioner has reproduced in verbatim the 
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objections made by him to the 12th respondent, viz, the 
Returning Officer and although those objections were 
rejected by the Returning Officer, they have been 
reproduced in the election petition and according to the 
applicant/retumed candidate many of those averments 
are liable to be struck out on the ground that they are 
unnecessary, irrelevant and immaterial to the issues 
raised in the election petition and the applicant has 
sought for striking out the bullets bearing Nos. 5, 8 to 10 
and 13. 

25. In the 5th bullet, the election petitioner has stated 
that the returned candidate has filed Forms A and B, as if 
he is the candidate set up by the Indian National Congress 
and the reserved symbol is the recognition accorded by 
the Election Commission identifying the particular political 
party and it is neither a chattel owned by the said political 
party which could be bartered or sold or mortgaged or 
gifted nor it is available to the candidate not set up by the 
political party and it is not the property to be gifted to 
anybody or to be abused. 

26. The learned Senior Counsel for the 
applicant/retumed candidate submitted that the election 
petitioner has not stated clearly as to whether the Indian 
National Congress violated any law by setting up the 
applicant as their candidate and whether the applicant 
has violated any law by filing the nomination as the 
candidate of Indian National Congress and the averment 
regarding reserved symbol being bartered, mortgaged, 
gifted or sold is vague and does not specify the 
provision of law under which the said assumption is 
made and how and under what provision of law this 
averment shall render the acceptance of the nomination 
of the applicant improper and constitute a ground to 
challenge the election and hence the averments in the 
said sub-paragraph are unnecessary, frivolous, 
vexatious, scandalous and have to be struck off. It is 
true that the said sub-paragraph raised no disputed 
question of fact or issue of law and it reflects only the 
opinion of the election petitioner and no issue of fact or 
law can be framed and the sub-paragraph is liable to be 
struck out as prayed for. 

27. In the 8th bullet, the election petition has stated 
that it is an admitted fact that the returned candidate is 
neither a member of the Indian National Congress nor can 
he claim so and hence the question of membership of the 
said political party whose symbol he wants to utilize for 
the purpose of election cannot be allotted to him and only 
a person who is a member or card-holder of the particular 
political party can be given the reserved symbol of that 
political party and the same cannot be allotted to other 
persons by the Returning Officer. 

28. The learned Senior Counsel for the 
applicant/retumed candidate contended that the averment 


that it is an admitted fact that the returned candidate is not 
a member of Indian National Congress is a mere imaginary 
assertion and it is not supported by any material fact on 
the basis of which it can be said to be an admission and it 
is not stated as to who, where and when admitted as said 
above and the election petitioner has neither furnished 
documentary evidence nor pleaded the material facts, 
particulars regarding the said assertion of alleged 
admission and the election petition has also not disclosed 
the source of information and hence the said averment is 
liable to be struck out. He further contended that the 
averment stating that the returned candidate cannot claim 
that he is a member of tliat party is also an empty assumption 
and imagination of election petitioner and liable to be 
struck off for want of material facts and particulars. 
According to him, the averment to the effect that the symbol 
of the political party which the applicant wants to utilize 
cannot be allotted to him, is also not supported by any 
material fact and no material fact is pleaded to show and 
prove as to how the acceptance of the nomination and 
allotment of the symbol reserved for Indian National 
Congress to the applicant has materially affected the result 
of the election and the averment that the Returning Officer 
cannot allot the synmbol to the applicant is also not 
supported by any material fact as to why it should not be 
allotted and the specific provision of law which prevent or 
render the allotment of symbol as improper has also not 
been stated and the sub-paragraph is liable to be struck 
off. 

29. The learned counsel for the election petitioner 
contended that the allegations contained in paragraph 11 
of the election petition can be substantiated only at the 
time of trial by letting in evidence and it cannot be decided 
at this stage. 

30. The above sub-paragrah only reflects the opinion 
of the election petitioner and no issue of fact or law can be 
framed and any enquiry into the said averments would 
only be irrelevant and immaterial and the averment has to 
be struck out as prayed for. 

31. In the 9th bullet, the election petitioner has 
averred that the election symbol is not a movable 
property that could be bartered away and the Tenth 
Schedule of the Constituion of India deals about the 
membership of a particular person tracing him to the 
said political party and by mere allotment of symbol, a 
person will not be deemed to be a member of that political 
party and the membership is the basic fabric for any 
person to be the candidate in an election to whom the 
reserved symbol of the particular political party can be 
allotted and at the will and pleasure of the political 
party, a third party unconnected with the political party, 
cannot be allotted with the symbol as a matter of grace 
or as a matter of will. 
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32, The le^fped Senior Counsel for the 
applicant/returned candidate intended that these 
averments do not specifically state as tfi how the Tenth 
Schedule of the Constitution of India shall apply to the 
election petition and Tenth Schedule relates to the certain 
conduct of the elected candidate and has no relevance to 
a stage prior to the declaration of the election and further 
the election petitioner has failed to state the material facts 
as to why the symbol of Indian National Congress should 
not have been allotted to the .applicant and which 
provision of the Representation of People Act 9f Election 
Symbols (Reservation & Allotment) Order has been 
violated While allotting the symbol and the averments 
contained no materiai facts and liable to be struck off as 
irrelevant. 

3 3. Nothing in reply is found ip the counter of the 



34. The Tenth Schedule of the Constitution of 

contains the provisions as to disqualification on ground 
of defection and it will come into play only after declaration 
of election and It has no application to an election petition. 
The averments in this paragraph contain no fac t 

as rightly contended by the applicant and it has to be 
struck out as prayed for. 

35. In the 10th bullet, the election petitioner hq§ 
stated that the applicant is no longer a candidate set up 
by the Indian National Congress and in such a situation, 
he loses the character of the candidate 54 wp by a potiticql 

party which has got the benefit under the Election Symbols 
(Reservation & Allotment) Order and if that be so, he is 
deemed to be only an independent candidate and a$ such 
he should have been proposed atleast by ten voters which 
is not the case with respect to the nomination filed by him 
before the Returning Officer and the mandatory 
requirements prescribed for nomination of the 
independent candidate have pot been followed by the 
applicant. 

36. The learned Senior Cousel appearing fqr the 
applicant/retumed candidate contended that the election 
petitioner has failed to state the material facts as to why 
the applicant is not a candidate set up by the said politico) 
party viz., Indian National Congress, even though Forms 
A arid B have been duly presented to the Returning Officer 
and this allegation is made pn information, but the source 
and details relating thereto have been withheld apd it is 
also not stated with material facts as to how the result pf 
the election was materially affected by the allegation ft is 
his further contention that the averment regarding deeming 
the applicant as an independent candidate is imaginary 
hypothetical assumption and is not founded on any law or 
facts and the election petitioner has failed to state the 
provisions as per which the applicant is deemed to have 


been an independent candidate and the election petitioner 
cannot plead/raise a hypothecated situation and answer 
the same against the applicant. 

37. It is true that the election petitioner in tire above 
subparagraph has chosen to state that the applicant is no 
longer a candidate set up by the Indian National Congress 
though Forms A and B have been duly presented to the 
Returning Officer, without stating the material facts based 
on which the assumption is made and no issue of fact or 
law can be framed on the basis of such averments and any 
enquiry into the same would be wholly irrelevant and 
immaterial and this sub-paragraph deserves to be struck 
out as sought for. 

38. In the 13th bullet, the election petitioner has 
averred that neither the Tenth Schedule of the Constitution 
of India nor the Election Symbols (Reservation and 
Allotment) Order could be taken for a ride by any political 
party as if the authorised signatory can name anybody ip 
Forms A and B to allot the reserved symbol of the political 
party and if it is not so, wayfarers in the political scenario 
could be benefited by such allotment of symbols, which is 
not the hffeption pf flte.very recognition of the political 
party or reserved symbol and in order to preserve the 
democratic system, a deep analysis of these aspects is 
necessary to avoid political persons to over-ride the 
mandatory provisions in respect of acquiring symbols for 
coptestfiig elections. 

39. The learned Senior Counsel for the 
applicant/retumed candidate contended that the averments 
regarding the intention and interpretation of the Tenth 
Schedule of the Constitution of India and the Election 
Symbols (Reservation and Allotment) Order is a product 
of the election petitioner’s vagaries of mind based on 
presumptions and assumptions of facts and law that ought 
to b.e pnd pepce pot relevant to the election petition and 
the said averments do not fall within the four comers of 
election law and liable to be struck off. The averments in 
this sub-paragraph are only tpe arguments of the election 
petitioner and not relevant to the election petition and they 
jiaye to be struck out as sought for. 

4(). The election petitioner in Paragraph 12(d) of the 
election petition has stated that it is not known as to when 
the applicant has resigned from the primary membership of 
Congress Jananpyaga Pefayal and fe-joined and enrolled 
himself as member of the Indian National Congress and 
though the election petitioner has wanted those details, 
the same have not beep furnished either by the applicant 
qr by the Returning Officer and in sub-para (e) of Paragraph 
12, (he election petitioner has stated that the 13th 
respondent viz., Election Commission of India, would have 
(he records to show the applicant’s position and status in 
the Cpngfg§§ Jananayaga Peravai and if there had been 
any change, it could have beep duly intimated to the agent 
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of the election petitioner and in sub-para (g) of Paragraph 
12, it is averred that the applicant and the Indian national 
Congress have treated the reserved symbol like that of a 
chattel and it has been assigned to the applicant being 
fully aware that he is a founder member of Congress 
Jananayaga Peravai. 

In sub-para (i) of Paragraphs 12 of election petition, 
it is stated that the agent of the election petitioner filed 
his objections with the Returning Officer and sought for 
information pertaining to the membership of the applicant 
with the Indian National Congress and the Returning 
Officer did not give any satisfactory reply to the objections 
raised and this only leads to adverse inference as to his 
membership. 

In sub-para (j) of Paragraph 12 of election petition, it 
is stated that the 13th respondent has failed in its duty to 
provide the requested information about the applicant 
when contacted by the agent of the election petitioner and 
it has not complied with the provisions of law which provide 
for the right of the electorate to get information about the 
contesting candidates. 

It is averred in sub-para (k) of Paragraph 12 of 
election petition that the 13th respondent has acted in a 
manner prejudicial to the interest of the election petitioner 
and not responded to the request of the agent of the 
election petitioner and lias accepted the nomination of the 
applicant by his proceedings dated 24-4-2004. 

In sub-para (1) of paragraph 12, it is stated that the 
13th respondent has not acted in a transparent and 
accountable manner for the purpose of which it has been 
made as an autonomous body with vast powers for the 
effective functioning of democracy. 

41. The learned Senior Counsel for the 
applicant/returned candidate contended that the averments 
regarding the 13th respondent not furnishing of details are 
alien factors to the present election petition and the same 
cannot form a ground to challenge the election of the 
applicant and the inaction on the part of the 13 th respondent 
even if it is true, cannot form the basis or ground to 
challenge the election of the applicant under the 
provisions of the Representation of People Act and hence 
the averments have to be struck off. The learned Senior 
Counsel further contended that the election petitioner 
neither stated the material facts and particulars to prove 
that the applicant was a member of Congress Jananayaga 
Peravai on the date of filling of his nomination nor has he 
stated the material facts which would show that the 
applicant was not a member of Indian National Congress 
on the date of filling of his nomination and no material 
facts have been pleaded to show conclusively that the 
applicant was not a member of Indian National Congress 
and the averments having been made on information, the 


source and details of information have not been pleaded 
by way of material facts and the averments are only vague 
allegations and not supported by material facts and they 
are liable to be struck off. 

42. The learned counsel for the election petitioner 
contended that whether the applicant re-joined the Indian 
National Congress as alleged by him and whether he had 
furnished any information about this to the 13th 
respondent as required by law and whether he continued 
to be a founder leader/president of the Congress 
Jananayaga Peravai are all matters to be considered only 
at the time of trial and not at the interlocutory stage. 

43. As rightly contended by the learned Senior 
Counsel for the applicant, the alleged inaction on the 
part of the 13th respondent cannot form the basis or 
ground to challenge the election of the applicant/re turned 
candidate under the provisions of the Representation of 
People Act and no material facts have been pleaded to 
show that the applicant was not a member of Indian 
National Congress on the date of filling of nomination 
and these averments are only vague allegations, not 
supported by material facts and have to be struck off as 
sought for in the application. 

44. The election petitioner inparagraph 12(h) of the 
election petition has averred that the applicant has played 
a fraud on the Constitution of India and has failed to 
maintain the high traditions of democracy and purity of 
elections and he has resorted to fraudulent means by 
misrepresenting that he is a member of Indian National 
Congress and that he no longer continues to be a member 
of Congress Jananayaga Peravai. In sub-para (m), it is 
averred that the improp er acceptance of the applicant ’ s 
nomination has materially affected the election result 
and the polling trend and the applicant misrepresented 
that he is a member of the Indian National Congress and 
played a fraud on the large number of illiterate mass who 
exercised their franchise by identifying the candidate only 
with the help of his political symbol and hence they have 
been duped into believing that he is a Congressman and 
the result of the election in so far as it concerns the 
returned candidate has been materially affected by 
improper acceptance of the nomination by the 12th 
respondent. 

45. The learned Senior Counsel for the appli- 
cant/retumed candidate vehemently contended that the 
election petitioner has made an irresponsible allegation of 
fraud without giving particulars and the allegation is based 
on presumption and not on the basis of any facts and the 
source of information and the details of document or 
persons from whom these information are gathered have 
not been disclosed by way of material facts and particulars 
and these averments are per se scandalous and defamatory 
and ought to be struck out. 
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46. The learned counsel for the election petitioner 
contended that the details as to how the election process 
is vitiated on account of irregularities and illegalities are 
mentioned in the election petition and they have to be 
substanttatecTonly at the time of trial and not at the 
interlocutory stage. 

47. It is true that the allegation of fraud has been 
made without giving any particulars. It is settled law that 
when a party pleads fraud, he shall state the particulars of 
it in the pleadings. The election petitioner has made the 
allegation of fraud not on the basis of any fact and there 
can be no. enquiry into the averments contained in the 
subparagraphs and they liable to be struck out as prayed 

- • 

48. In paragraph 12(n) of election petition, it is 
averred that the applicant continues to be a member of 
Congress Jananayaga Peravai is very clear and evident 
from the various Press releases and advertisements given 
out by the Congress Jananayaga Peravai congratulating 
its party leader upon his victory in the election. 

49. It has been contended on behalf of the applicant/ 
returned candidate that the above averments are made 
on the basis of Press reports and the same are not 
authentic facts which could be independently relied upon 
without other pleading of material facts or documentary 
evidence in support of the election petitioner’s claim to 
establish the cause of action for the Election Petition and 
the material facts relating to the press reports such as 
the reason for non-filing of the original manuscript, the 
name, address, identity of the person who reported the 
news, the source of his information, the name of editor 
and publisher of the newspaper, the region of the edition 
have not been pleaded and disclosed and no other 
material facts and particulars to corroborate the newspaper 
report have been pleaded and no connection has been 
alleged or established between the applicant and the said 
Press releases and advertisements and no enquiry can 
be made into the same and the averments ought to be 
struck off. 

50. It is well settled that the newspaper reports are 
only hearsay secondary evidence, unless proved by 
evidence atiunde. Documents 8 to 15 are copies of the 
various newspaper reports. As rightly contended by the 
learned Senior Counsel for the applicant, no material facts 
to corroborate the newspaper reports have been pleaded 
and in the absence of the same, the averments have to be 
struck out as prayed for. 

51. In Paragraph 12(o), the election petitioner has 
stated that even prior to the polling date, when the profile 
and other details of the various candidates were printed 
and circulated in the Press, the applicant was only portrayed 
as a member of the Congress jananayaga Peravai and they 


were having an alliance withDravidaMunnetraKazhagam 
and Indian National Congress and hence the applicant 
was not entitled to contest under the political symbol 
reserved for Indian National Congress. 

52. It is urged on behalf of the applicant/retumed 
candidate that the above averment is not based on any 
facts or documents and do not raise any issue of fact or 
law and hence ought to be struck off. 

53. As already seen, Forms A and B have been duly 
presented to the Returning Officer by the Indian National 
Congress setting up the applicant as their candidate and 
the same has been accepted by the Returning Officer and 
the election petitioner has not pleaded any material fact as 
to how the applicant was not entitled to contest under 
the political symbol reserved for the Indian National 
Congress. This averment is also liable to be struck out as 
sought for. 

54. The election petitioner in paragraph 14 of the 
electionpetitionhas averred that the applicant by making 
a false representation in his nomination, has indulged in 
corrupt practice, which though not per se come under the 
purview of Section 123 of the representation of People 
Act, by confusing the mind of electorate as being a 
Congressman. 

55. The learned Senior Counsel for the applicant/ 
returned candidate strenuously contended that this 
averment is contrary to the election law, as there is a 
deeming provision as to what could be deemed to be a 
corrupt practice under Section 123 of the Representation 
of people Act and the election petitioner is not entitled 
to infuse any other criteria into the deeming clause for 
treating it to be a corrupt practice. It is a further 
contended by the learned Senior Counsel for the 
applicant that the election petitioner himself has 
candidly admitted that the applicant is not guilty of 
corrupt practice as prescribed under Section 123 of the 
Representation of People Act and hence no cause of 
action for the election petition is made out and the 
averment has to be struck off. 

56. Section 2(1 )(c) of the Representation of 
Peoples Act states that ‘corrupt practice’ means any of the 
practice specified in Section 123ofthe Act and the corrupt 
practices are exhaustively stated in Section 123 of the Act 
and other than that, there cannot be any other corrupt 
practice. Hence, there can be no enquiry into this bare 
allegation and the paragraph is liable to be struck out as 
sought for. 

57. As discussed above, the applicant is entitled for 
the relief of striking out of the offending paragraphs as 
sought for in the application. The averments contained in 
the remaining paragraphs have to be analysed. 
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58. Paragraphs I and 2 of the election petition deal 
with the description of parties. The averments in paragraphs 
3 and 4 are not germane to the issue. 

59. In paragraph 5, it is averred that the returned 
candidate was a member of Indian National Congress 
and in the year 1996 he was expelled from that party as 
he joined a new political out-fit, namely, Tamil Maanila 
Congress (Moopanar) which was a recognised State 
Political Party and as its candidate contested in the 
Sivaganga parliamentary Constituency thrice, in the 
years 1996,1998 and 1999 and in the year 2001 he was 
expelled from that party and he founded Congress 
Jananayaga Peravai and registered the same as a 
political party with the Election Commission of India. 
There are no material facts pleaded and the averments 
are irrelevant 

60. ln’para 6, the election petitioner has averred 
that the returned candidate filed his nomination on 
19-4-2004 declaring himself as a candidate of Indian 
National Congress and as he was a member of Congress 
jananayaga Peravai on that date, his declaration is false 
and tiie Agent of the election petitioner contacted the 
13 tli amendment, namely, the Election Commission of 
India, over phone on 20-4-2004 to ascertain the official 
position of the returned candidate in Congress 
Jananayaga Peravai and as instructed he also sent a 
written representation on 21 -4-2004 to the 13th respondent 
requesting it to furnish the details regarding the official 
position of the returned candidate in Congress 

= inavaga Peravai as on 20-4-2004 and there was no 
response. As already seen, the election petitioner has 
not stated the material facts to prove that the returned 
candidate was a member of Congress Jananayaga Peravai 
on the date of filing of his nomination and no material 
facts have been pleaded to show that the applicant was 
not a member of Indian National Congress as on that 
date, and the averments having been made on information, 
the source and details of information have not been 
pleaded by way of material facts and the averments are 
only vague allegations not supported by material facts. 
The learned Senior Counsel for the returned candidate 
contended that the election petitioner has not stated 
material facts to prove the appointment of the election 
petitioners Agent, the name and address of the election 
Agent who was said to have given written representation 
and also not pleaded material facts and material particulars 
to show sending of written representation such as mode 
of despatch delivery, acknowledgement from the 
Office of the Election Commission to prove the claim of 
sending written representation and the averments are 
frivolous and vexatious. As already seen, the averments 
regarding the 13th respondent not furnishing details to 
the election petitioner are alone factors to the election 
petition and tiie same cannot forma ground to challenge 
the election. 


61. ht para 7, the election petitioner has averred that 
as per law a person could not be a member of more than 
one political party at a given point of time and while 
registering a political pafty, particulars regarding the names 
of its President, Secretary, Treasurer aria Other Office 
Bearers should be furnished under an affidavit duly signed 
by the President/General Secretary of the party sworn in 
before a First Class Magistrate/Oath Commissioner/Notaiy 
Public to the effect that no member of the Organisation is 
a member of any other political party registered with the 
Commission and similar individual affidavits from atleast 
100 members of the party should also be furnished and 
after registration as a political patty as per sub-section of 
Sec. 29(A) of the Representation of the People Act* 1 1 95 1 > 
any change in its name, head office, office bearers, adaFESS 
shall be communicated to the Election Commission without 
delay. The learned Senior Counsel for the returned candidate 
contended that though the election petitioner has stated 
on advice that as per law a person cannot be a member of 
more than one political party, he has not pleaded the 
material facts as to the name, identity and address of the 
person who gave the advice and he has not set out the 
provision of law which prohibits a person from being a 
member of more than one political party at a given point of 
time and which constitutes a ground for declaring the 
election invalid. It is true that no material facts have been 
pleaded stating the relevant provision of law and the 
violation, if any, and the averments are irrelevant, frivolous 
and vexatious. 

62. In para 9, it is averred that during the scrutiny 
of nominations on 24-4-2004, the agent and proposers 
of the election petitioner raised serious objections before 
the Returning Officer, namely, the 12th respondent, 
seeking to reject the nomination of the returned 
candidate by filing the written objection and the same 
came to be rejected by Order of the 12th respondent 
dated 24-4-2004 and the Agent of the election petitioner 
sent a petition dated 25-4-2004 to the 13th respondent 
requesting it not to publish the final list and stop the 
election. Document No. 4 is the written objection dated 
24-4-2004 given by one Haja Najmuddin, claiming himself 
to be the Chief Election Agent of the election petitioner, 
to the Returning Officer; Document No. 5 is the 
Proceedings of the Returning Officer, dated 
24-4-2004 rejecting the objections; Document No. 6 is 
the petition dated 25-4-2004 sent by Haja Najmuddin 
addressed to the 13th respondent; and Document No. 7 
is a FAx Transmission Report dated 26-4-2004. The 
learned Senior Counsel appearing for the returned 
candidate contended that the election petitioner U:\s 
failed to furnish the material facts and mate, sal 
particulars about the name, identity and address of his 
alleged Agent and his authority of appointment pleaded 
and document produced, and the name, identity and 
address of his proposers also have not been pleaded 
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on account of the alleged improper acceptance of his 
nomination and furhter the election petitioner has not 
pleaded material facts as to how he could have obtained a 
majority of valid votes to support his claim to declare himself 
as elected. The averments in this paragraph also are vague 
and frivolous besides bereft of material facts. 

65. The election petitioner has mentioned various 
dates on which the cause of action arose in para 15, and 
para 16 states the payment of costs and court fee and para 
17 is the prayer portion. 

66. To sum up, the election petitioner has not < 

pleaded either material facts or violation of any specific 
provision of law to make out a cause of action and a tribal 

issue for the ground of improper acceptance of the 
nomination of the returned candidate and further, no 
material facts to prove violation of any specific provision 
of the Constitution of India or the Representation of 
People Act or Rules or Orders made under it have been 
pleaded in support of the election petition and moreover, 
no material fact is pleaded in the election petition to make 
out a cause of action and triable issue that the result of 
the election in so far as it concerns the returned candidate 
was materially affected. 

67. The election petitioner has not pleaded material 
facts or any specific provision of law in the election 
petition to show that the returned candidate was a 
member of Congress Jananayaga Peravai and was not a 
member of Indian National Congress on the date of filing 
of his nomination and no allegation of corrupt practice 
as set out in Section 123 of the Representation of People 
Act has been pleaded. The election petition, read as a 
whole, does not disclose any cause of action or triable 
issue and the same has to be rejected as sought for in 
the application. 


with material facts, who are said to have raised the 
objection, and the election petitioner has failed to state 
under what provision of law the election petitioner is 
entitled to request and the 13th respondent is 
empowered to stop the election and not to publish the 
final list of candidates and hence, the averments are 
irrelevant, frivolous and vexatious. This contention 
raised on behalf of the returned candidate cannot be 
brushed aside. No material facts and provisions of law 
have been pleaded in these averments. 

63. In para 10, it is averred that the 12th 
respondent, namely, the Returning Officer, in his 
Proceedings has rejected the objections without going 
into the root of the question and improperly accepted 
the nomination of the first respondent as a valid one 
and it is wrong, improper, illegal and against the spirit 
of the Constitution, the Representation of the People 
Act, and the Election Symbols. (Reservation & 
Allotment) Order, 1968, the conduct of Election Rules, 
1961 together with the periodical instructions issued 
by the 13th respondent. The learned Senior Counsel 
for the returned candidate contended that no material 
facts have been pleaded to show as to how and why 
the acceptance of nomination of the returned candidate 
was improper and the relevant provision of law required 
to be satisfied for acceptance of nomination, and which 
has not been satisfied. He further contended that the 
election petitioner has not mentioned the provision of 
the Constitution, Section of the Representation of the 
People Act, and the Rule made under it and the 
particular Order made under that Act sought to be 
relied upon to prove the allegation in the election 
petition and there are no averments much less material 
facts to the effect that the allegation has materially 
affected the result of the election of the returned 
candidate. The fact remains that the election petitioner 
has not chosen to mention the specific provision of 
law and the material facts regarding its violation. The 
averments are vague and vexatious. 

64. Inpara 13, it is averred that the averments in the 
electionpetition would manifestly prove and establish that 
by the improper acceptance of the nomination of the 
returned candidate by the 12th respondent, the result of 
the election in so far as it concerns the returned candidate 
had been materially affected and there had been flagrant 
violations of the provisions of the Constitution, the 
Representation of the People Act and the rules framed 
thereunder, the Election Symbols (Reservation and 
Allotment) Order and the Conduct of the Election Rules 
and in view of the above illegalities, the election has to be 
declared as 4 viod’. As already seen, the election petitioner 
has failed to plead material facts and furnish material 
particulars to establish that the election in so far as it 
concerns the returned candidate was materially affected 


68. In the result, the Original Application No. 105 of 
2005 is allowed as prayed for. Consequently, the Election 
Petition No. 3 of 2004 is dismissed. The parties have to 
bear the respective costs in the Original Application as 
well as in the Election Petition. 

Witness, the Hon’ble Thiru Markandey Katju, Chief 
Justice, High Court at Madras, aforesaid this the 14th day 
of June, 2005. 

V. NALLASENAPATHY, Assistant Registrar, 

Original Sie II 

[No. 82/TN-HP/3/2004] 
By Order, 
TAPAS KUMAR, Secy. 
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[P. 76/P.^.-^.U/2004] 
R 

■q^r. %. ^TT, Pfqp 


ORDER 

New Delhi, the 7th July, 2005 

O. N. 86.—Whereas, the Election Commission is satisfied that each of the contesting candidates specified in 
column (4) of the Tablebelow at the General Election to Lok Sabha, 2004 from the State of Madhya Pradesh as specified in 
column (2) held from the Constituency specified in column (3) against his name has failed to lodge any account of election 
expenses as required by the Representations of the People Act, 1951 and the Rules made thereunder as shown in column 
(5) of the said Table: 

And, whereas, the said candidates have not furnished any reason or explanation for the said failure even after due 
notice and the Election Commission is thus satisfied that they have no good reason or justification for the said failure; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of Section 10A of the said Act, the Election Commission hereby declares the 
persons specified in column (4) of the tablebelow to be disqualified for being chosen as and for being a member of either 
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House of the Parliament or of the Legislative Assembly or Legislative Council of a State/Union T erritory for a period of 
three years from the date of this Order:— 


TABLE 


SI. 

Particular of 

S.No. &Name 

Name and Address of 

Reason for 

No. 

Election 

ofPaiiiamentaiy 

Constituency 

Contesting Candidate 

Disqualification 

a) 

(2) 

(?) 

(4) 

(5) 

L 

General Election to 
LokSabha,2004 
from Madhya Pradesh 

3-Damoh 

Ram Kishore Yadav, 

Giam-Murachh, 

P.O.-Ranvaha, 

Teh.-Panna 

Zila-Panna 

Madhya Pradesh. 

Failure to lodge any account 
of election expenses. 

2. 


13-Mandla(ST) 

Barati Lai Masram, 
WLage-Hiidenagar, 

(Katanga Tola), 
Teh.-Mandla, 

Distt-Mandla, 

Madhya Pradesh. 






[No. 76/MP-HP/2004] 





By Order, 





S.K. KAURA, Secy. 
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ORDER 


New Delhi, the 7th July, 2005 

O. N. 87.—Whereas, the Election Commission of India is satisfied that Sh. Kalangutkar Shashikant Ganpat, H. No. 
162, Velasao Pale. P.O. Cansaulin, Goa contesting candidate at the General Election to the Goa Legislative Assembly, held in 
2002 from the 26-Cortalim Constituency has failed to lodge the account of his election expenses in manner as required by the 
Representation of the People Act, 1951 and the Rules made thereunder; 

And, whereas, the said candidates has not furnished any reason or explanation for the said failure even after due 
notice by the Election Commission and the Election Commission is satisfied that he has no good reason or justification for 
the said failure; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of Section 10A of the said Act, the Election Commission hereby declares 
Sh. Kalangutkar Shashikant Ganpat, disqualified for being chosen as, and for being a member of either House of the 
Parliament or the Legislative Assembly or Legislative Council of a State or Union Territory for aperiod ofthree years from 
the date of this Order: 

[No. 76/GO A-L A/2002] 
By Order, 
K.R. PRASAD, Secy. 
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3IT^T 


^ fs<rcrfl, 7 2005 

3IT. 3T. 88. —^Tcf: Piqt^'1 '3TRW ^FTT^TH T T 2 TT 1? MK u Fl % f^TH TTMT % f^, 2004 % 

MRk u i Piqt-qi % 7=cF*T (2) faPiP^ Piqf-qn ^ 'gSTT% T^F*? (3) TTFT^ faPif^ Piqf-qn ^FTT 

3rf?#PFr, 1951 

°mhI "^T Floi f^lftl ski ^T^ftpT Ofct ^iRsid c h<^ ^f 3 FT i Fk?T T^T 1?; 

sftr, Mcl:, % 7F*T^7 TJjFTT fc.M, ^1^ Ht <S C K1 '^FFTcFTT % =t>t^ ^TT^T H^ff f^IT % 

Fiql^'l STFTPl ^ TFTT^IR T?f T FTT % 1% ^fFT ^FPfxHcTT % ftr^ H^fkl <4iK u l ~m -HKHlPqcH %; 

3Tcf: 3R, Platan ^hV|, ^Tf^FR^t *JTT1 10-^7% ^TJTF 17 !MK u lt %W P M (3) *J fqPlR°e °HpKiqf 
TFT^% Ft 7TCH%FT Pt^l WF>t IfFTMFTFT 3TFFT fFFTH FKFT ^ ^TT% 3^ % f^ W '3TT^YT F?t cilOo ^ cftr 

F?t MHFiqlF % 1%TT PkI^CI FR?TT % I 


HTTTlft 


sF. 

tf. 

fW=TRTMTpiqhR 
^ft ?FR rt. affc 'RFT 

fW^-i d'S^I FTc^ 3T*FFf 

F>T HIM 'Sfir MdI 

Fk^HI F7T FTFT 

0) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 


1. 6-FTFFFTFFFT aft Rfiq<l^'fci^H-1l q|«Ai, FpFT qiRael %FT 

PlFFlt fTJFTTF, 

ai^q> fFFTT Rte, 

FFTfcfT 


2. 13-f^TT3T 


3. 20-^5^ (3TFTT.) 

4. 21-TFFJT 


5. 22-FTcHMI 


6. 23-^Hcfl 


7. 24-fdMy^ 


8. 24-f^Figy 

9* 25-Rl^l< 


sft wj^^Ffert, 
o||<rHNK T3?T. %. ft?T, 

iJ^H'li, =Mfi<F 

^sTT SlFad 7 ^ f^n 

aft EFTT, 

ftwnft eng^, +.-ik4i 

siRaci ■fen 

# TT. TW3T^qTc^^ =bR^5 Tft, 

^T35Hi. 12-11-32, 3TH Hl^eklXR^r, 
^Frfe^7 

el<ai siFs^n H^7 Ftiqi 

!(KHi-HI 'IWlRHl, 

Fte: T Kcrrf^ft, 
f^n 3 tIt eng^- w^c, 

^7§T Slfod Fti^l 

?rt ^ftoh 

^Ki«r>ndl«f 3 tt?r % -qra, 

■Ri^t, 

sifeci T= r^f Ft>Mi 

TR^RT cbUHi^l, 
fWRft Rlf=b1, 
cTig^ f^FT^p, 

^7§T siRsici f^RT 

■5blR>3 P^MiRI 
^.'HIRII, 

■^TIT SlfLjd f^RT 

aft wrfil ^>+cHrHH, 

W=RT %R, 1 ft. 3TT. ^TT^rt RRT, 

^TsTT Sifeid FtiMi 


4 


#■« 


MU i 


Ilf l 111 HfJfl'P 


•I P"t f* ****tltfl! I ■ Ill ■i;|> li I 


« ( 


i I 
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(1) (2) 


(3) 


(4) 


10. 28-<=bH<=bf*l-0 

11. 39-$RIHHI5<rtf1 

( 3T.3JT. ) 

12. 40--5ft?T 

13. 40--5ft?T 

14. 40--?fe7 

15. 40-sR§< 

16. 42-31313)1 •'SI 

17. 44-f^ I f 

18. 44-RN4^t 

19. 45-WTig7 

20. 45-^1'll^< 


T T T TT^ft <TT^, ftrar 

3^fZ3> 

<^<al ^ifiad *i§T fqiqi 

^IhRi %. ctr^TT, %. TTH. 

RTf3gl<^f> qSUMKIgfl, HlNgltri) 3t7?, 


^ T^.T^T. ^, 

^§tt ^rfrsrcT f^n 

«n«H, 577601, 

qieHl\ facil, 


TJ. H^dl ftr^SFlt, 

'SU ^T. 3891 Hflchl 

^§TT Ttfft ^ f^n 

3S3IT sFT7T, RWM'K, 

313^ - 577004, 353^3? 


?ft 33. «ft. 3h3i 7 fter, 

Rt<lA\ 4l7d 3TTpR3, 

?Rs<. 3333),, qiq^R ftim, 

^arr ^Tfiaci fq*qr 

9ft \jjjq>3cr^TT, 

WTJTT, ^«ft ^T, WTCT, 

$(<§<-577601, f^idi, 

^nfcfT 

im qiHad ^ fw&\ 

3ft T^- ^cK^TT "53^ S^HH^FTT, 

^ft.^t <l«s, f*TcT % WTft, 

^iHsid *1^T 

9ft?t. TT^. 


"33^ ^Hli^T^TT 

\k>m 


(33^4 <T^J3>, 

# 3t. 3 ir. 3kRk ^jg3 ^73i siRg<ri hsT f3>3i 

cTigar, 


sfl %.3fr. R*j3i3 win) ■5351 %. #31 gHati 3^f f^rqi 

rftmr <is, hR<^ %> 

fMt3T 337, 931 sBFT 3T3*ft, 

4)3i<:3> 

3t73. ^731 ^iRaci Rfcqi 

4> I ^N7I U 1 I 3<^ I 3<<! I, 

31^3), <=t>'lf<i=H 

# R. A 3T437’3T 
^37T»J3 (RtesnPfRT), 

Rldi'wc^ <ii<5<mi, fqqtj't, 

=Ml<i4) 


21. 48-^dl4)l^ 


#31 3lRa<513!pf f3>3T 
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( 1 ) ( 2 ) 


(3) 


(4) 


22 . 


23. 87-^m^T 


24. S7~Wm^ 


25, 87-^FTC^T 


26. 94-WFRFT 


27. 97-^T^TT^ 


28. 98-^TWc# ( «T.^T. ) 


29. 99-^HI^ 


30. 104-Hldl<3<rdl 

31. 104-HldP^l 
(3?53TT.) 

32. 105-HI U ^I 


33. l07-aftFIH<MI 


34. 107-afttWTT 


aft '3TTcT TFT, 

400, T^-TT TFT, ^TTTT F^FT, ^FRT ^TTTT, 
3TR. THT. eft. FTFTF7TF, f T T^k-94, 
'cblUch 

aft FT. ^jt7 3TFTF, 

FT. 13, TTFfft TFT, H< U HI Ml4“i, 

Fft. TK, ^1^7-560006, 

TFTfFTT 

aftF^TTftcTT^t. 

FT.-66, 7TT TFT, ftTilfftl ^3F5J3, 
TFcTtF-560047, TiliT 

aflno! 

FT.-25, FFFTT TFT, F^FTT ^T Tfe, 

■fFcrPTT FT^T, F^FTT F^FT, 

TFTFTft-560084, TitiT 

^t g^HFTFcft -nfeT, TT TFFt F^T, 

tfffrf cngrr, 

TRf7T> 

FT.-1593, %TT^FFFT, T~ZJ 
Tt^TTFFFJT, <WiT 

aft%. FT^FTT 

FT.-9, c b r Ti*i J !Qll t\Z, 

T^pfT-562110, TFlfeTT 

aft TTt*. Tt. ^T?RKTT, 

TTT TFT, A F?t. FTFT^TTF, 

fFtFTTTrft FRET-562114, 

TvlfefT 

aft %. T^T. ftFRTTF, TFT. TFTTT^ 

yfFFT TTfetf, HlelNcrdl, TFlteF 

aft fctt Ifftt, ■yjr 

FRft^it, TiciitwI, a ic^ti Tnfcrr 

aft snftF) wt ; 

^7 FT. 2778, ^«TTTiFT, FTOtw, 

TTF5TT, TrifFTT 

aft ITT. FRTtF, FfpT F3, ITT. 

<I>S, FTFrT, 

TFlfeh 

aft 41*11*1^ F^TRrfHteT, 

TJJTF^FT TlfpfcT, 

"Q[. TTFT, Eft’ll Seri) mI^c, T^tTFlt 

Ft^ft, FF^TT dlc^Ti, TitiT 


c^IT qiRad F^ft Itti 

rPTT ^iRgd TFt fTFTT 

qRaci F^t Itftt 

^Pit <^iRacri Tiff fen 

ePsTT <|Rsm F^t* fTFTT 

i\W <lRsid F^ff fTFTT 

crl^SH <*lf<Slci 'idT fTFTT 

Ffff fTFTT 

^P§T qiRacn FF? fTFTT 
crPsTT qifeici TFT fTFTT 
ikW ^iflsici FFt fTFTT 

c^ITT <lPad F^ft ft>*Hi 

cPTT ^iftaci F^f fTFTT 
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(1) (2) 


35. ii2-Tng* 


36. 116 


37. 121 -tt^h 


38. 137-lf^tr 

( 31.^TT.) 


39. 139-f^SeT 


40. 141-^RPsn^T 


41. 


42. 141-^RTW 


43. 142-^lrk 


44. 142-Wfa 


45. 142-H'Ml7 


(3) 


#1^. UFTTFjJ, 
tj’Ptu. 41^1'ftsi, 
71. 487, H 3fk «ft 



^7J7-570023, 4>Hfi4> 


sflntf) g®u, 
71. 78, 41*11 
■$7J7, <W«J<E 


ut ^tw 3 ! gg^ ail^sKS' 

uni, ute, ufittwr 

=t)Hk<+> 


TT^TT H on H ^ M, 

W^H 

'■Krd^Kj ^T3FT, 
cjeqioil 01^4), 

%\ V^. q*l\< 3*110, 

Pl*Hl $1**1, 

°t*i«ii TIFT, «i<iqid <1l^ct>, 

%. f^TeTT, 

338 wi 9^T 

^>FT 73T «dN>, ^*TT %*T «TTO?T^jrft rflfKI 
T$*T, 560085, cmU<*> 

fTWRT g^Tlft A, 
qta ^T3FT, TIFT ^ 

^<1^ m <ng*r>, c tdf<i c t> 

^f?FFFTT^, 

^T3FT, TIFT 4>R^HII<rfl, TIFT, 
«f^qid ni^cr>, 

?ft THT. 3F^FT, 
g3^ T”T. TTT>far, 

T”T. 51**1, TJ?T. g^T, 
Wk-575001, «MU«h 

g^ffalT^, 

Krlli ^)-39, 

Rte-WfFFM, .^#TF3t 


qi^Kiq, 

^n£ WTft-575004, 


(4) _ 

^ifecT f^TT 

— 

— 

— 

— 

—^t— 

— 
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(D 


( 2 ) 


(3) 


(4) 


46. 143-3W1IC1 


47. 146-^Ht 


48. 155-fe7 


49. (31. W.) 


50. 161-^HIdl 


51. 162-fefe 


5 1 l64fe3fH'K 


53. 167-n>l=6l(l^ 


54. 183-71^^37 


55. 185-feft 


56. 187-3''^KI J ll 


57. 20S-7HK6II 


58. 205-WK6II 


3ft 

%. Tit. Tte, 

■jffe di<3*), 

Pichm<; q)d!'t>i§, 

•2H icH^n 7FfT ■Wien 

cj1dl4>l^, a?JHt, 4>dk4) 

^t zt, 3 5 T- 7R, 

®TPTR 78T3 <,|R3bX c t> T lf<i c ti 

^t. 

’fefTff, fffelfet ikt}<,, 

’M’IiRkI, c;iq j T4 f^Krll, 'tHfi't) 

3ft TT^. ^t., 

TJpf TT=7. -sft. ^Klfedl'-HI, 

nf^, felt# WT, 
fen Tlfeft, ^rffef 

^1*1 fa %. ftferai^, 

43/1, %. 31R. 37H fe, 

■fen apfe % •sfFlt 3lt7 feftTT, 

4H[<ic6 

*tfe- 

11. i. 103/3, %. 3117. 3m 7T5 
(felt TTOTf), fetfe 

^t ^t. 1171. iwn, 
m^r^piferfe, 
fyi7,i<l'i<, mnfep 

3ft -ffel<?, 

fefFTS #ft, -dTlH'+.O^'ll, 
TpfejC, <6-lt<i<6 

aft 44>l^< J Miyi"-HI ^IcHITII, 

n%7 afafe % x fT7T, ^fet, 

4Hli=6 

?ft ^t ^ffFfe^rr, fenm, 

fea 'nKiqq ai<3=*i, fen T R T T, 

3Tt "*TT77T cH'lUl dlUH^X 

MKrKII'l, fefest, 

nvifen 

aft fefe *ffen ■diHI, 
nfe TfT^m, nfet^r tfe^t^t, 


■^731 cnffer niff fen 


—n?t— 


fef SI713T^fer Ttfn ^ #3T 
^lf<sKn ’ir.l .[T>h 1 

^i3T <-.i Ra <n fef fen 


—■n#t— 


■^ft— 


fet— 


—^t— 


—^ft— 


—■n#— 


—n?t— 


—^ft— 


—^ft— 


»"■ >n-i h ■•■11111 a 1 
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(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

59. 205-^l^IT 



60. 205-3WTT 

sft wt, 


61. 206-fa'ttv‘til (3T. ^t.) 

cU<^«bl fq4=blil, 



[tf. 76/^fe>-R^./2005] 

3TT^T 


<TTO 3>HK, 


ORDER 

New Delhi, the 7th June, 2005 

O. N. 88. —Whereas, the Election Commission is satisfied that each of the. contesting candidates specified in 
column (3) of the Table below at the General Election to the Karnataka Legislative Assembly, 2004 held from the Constituency 
specified in the column (2) against his/her name has failed to lodge an account of his/her election expenses and failed to 
lodge the account in the manner required by law as mentioned in column (4) of the said Table, as required by the Representation 
of the People Act, 1951 and the Rules made thereunder; 

And, whereas, the said candidates have either not furnished any reason or explanation for the said failure even 
after due notice to each of them and the Election Commission is satisfied that they have no good reason or justification for 
the said failure; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of Section 10A of the said Act, the Election Commission hereby declares theperson 
specified in column (3) of the Table below to be disqualified forbeing chosen as and for being, a member of either House of 
the Parliament or Legislative Assembly or Legislative Council of a State for a period of 3 years from the date of this Older. 

TABLE 


SL 

No. 

No. & Name of 
Assembly 

Constituency 

Name & Address of 
the Contesting Candidate 

Reasons for 

Disqualification 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1 . 

6-Basavakalyan 

Sh. Shivaraj ThimmannaBokke, 

R/o Tripuarath, Tq: Basavakalyan, 

Dist: Bidar, 

Karnataka 

Accounts not lodged 

2. 

13-Chittapur 

Shri Khaumuddin Bidri, 

JalanabadM.S.K. Mill, Gulbarga, 
Karnataka 

-do- 

3. 

20-Deodurg (SC) 

Shri Rangappa, 

Shivangi Tq. Deodurga, 

Karnataka. 

Accounts not lodged 

4. 

21-Raichur 

Sliri A. Ramanjaneyalu aliyas 

Comrade Ravi, 

H. No. 12-11-32 Arab MohallaRaichur 
Karnataka. 

-do- 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5. 

22-Kaknala 

Smt. Sharanamma Devamitgra 

Garaladinni, 

Post: Garaldinni, 

District & Tq. Raichur, Karnataka 

Accounts not lodged 

6. 

23-Maiivi 

Sliri Mudukappa Nayak, 

Near Narayanateerth Ashram, Manvi, 
Karnataka. 

-do- 

7. 

24-Lingsugur 

Smt Shamnamma Kamraddi. 

R/o Maski, Taluk Lingsugur, 

Karnataka. 

-do- 

8. 

24-Lingsugur 

Comrade Chinnappa Kotriki, 

Hirenagnur, Karnataka. 

-do- 

9. 

25-Sindhnoor 

Sliri Garapati Venkataratnam, 

Tayamma Camp, PO: Gandhi Nagar, 

Tq. Sindhanur, Karnataka.. 

-do- 

10. 

28-Kanakagiri 

Sh. Basavaraj Gowripura, 

S/o Bhimanna, 

Gouripur, Gangavathi Tq. 

District Koppal, 

Karnataka. 

-do- 

11. 

39-Harapanahalli (SC) 

Smt. K. Lokamma, 

W/oK.S. Veerappa, 

Machilialli Koracharahatti, Machihalli 
Post, Harapanahalli Tq. 

Karnataka. 

-do- 

12. 

40-Harihar 

Sh. H.N. Guru, 

Hosapete Beedhi, 

Haiihara-577601, 

Davangere District, 

Karnataka. 

-do- 

13. 

40-Hharihara 

Sh. A. Manila Siddappae, 

Door No. 3891,1st Main, 

1st Cross, Vidyanagar, 

Davangere-577004, 

Karnataka. 

-do- 

14. 

Harihara 

Shri M.G. Veerana Gowda, 

Hole Sirigere PO, Harihara Taluk, 
Davangere Distt, Karnataka 

-do- 

15. 

40-Harihaha 

Sir Jabiulla, 

Old Bharampura, 4th Main 1st Cross, 
Harihara-577601, Davangere Distt., 
Karnataka. 

-do- 

16. 

42-Mayakonda 

Sh. H. Eshwarappa, 

S/o Hanumanthappa, 

P B. Road, Opposite 

ChandrodayaMill, Davangere, 

Karnataka. 

Accounts not lodged 

17. 

44-Cliitradurga 

Sh. B.H. Thippaiah Reddy, 

S/o Hanumanthappa, Belagatta, 
Chitradurga, 

Taluka, Karnataka. 

Accounts not lodged in the 
manner required by law 


i 


*>|H '■ ■ Ml' i**-!-* I I.-*»»>■ 


W ' 1 ' " I"'!'*'* 'III .. 


I 1 * ! ! 


■k • 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

18. 

44-Chitradurga 

Sliri P R. Aravinda, 

S/o P. Ranagappa Reddy, 

Talavatti, Imangala Hobli, Hiriynr 

Taluk, Karnataka. 

Accounts not lodged 

19. 

45-Jagahtf 

Sh. K.B. Manjunatha Swamy, 

S/o K. Balappa, 

3rd Main Road, Near Maturhi 

Temple, Vinobhanagar, 9th Cross, 
Devangere, Karnataka. 

-do- 

20. 

45-Jagalur 

Sh. K. Jayanna, 

S/o Late Kittur, 

Kotrabasappa, Uddagatta, 

JagalurTq. Karnataka. 

-do- 

2t 

46-Molakalmura 

Shri A.T. Parameshwarappa, 

Devasamudra (P 0), Molakalmuru Tq., 
Chitradurga, Karnataka. 

-do- 

22. 

81-Chaniarajc^C! 

Sh. Ananth Nag, 

# 400, 4th Goss, 2nd Stage, 2nd Block, 
R.M.V. ££?., Bangalore-94, 

Karnataka. 

-do- 

23. 

87-Jayamahai 

Sh, M, Zubair Ahmed, 

Nt). 13,• 3fd Goss, Marappa Garden, 

J.C. Nagar, Bartgal0M-360OO6. 

Karnataka. 

-do- 

24. 

87-Jayamahal 

Snit Katitha D Davis, 

Nd. 66, 7th Gets. Vteteria Layout, 
Bangaldrt-560047. 

Karnataka. 

-do- 

25. 

87-Jayamahal 

Smt. Amudha, 

No. 25,1st Cross, 1st Main Road, 

Pillanna Garden, 1st Stage, 
Bangalore-560084, Karnataka. 

-do- 

26. 

94-Ramanagaram 

Shri Puttamasthi Gowda, 

S/o Late Mastigowda* 

Krishnapuradoddi, 

Rmnanagaranx Taluk, Karnataka. 

-do- 

27. 

97-Doddaballapur 

Shri M Munirajtr 

S/o Mtmisaihaiah, No. 1593, 
Verabhadraflapalya. 2nd Ward, 
Dodaballapur, Karnataka. 

-do- 

28. 

98-Devanahalli (SC) 

ShriK. Rajanna, 

No. 9, Kannamangala Gate, Devanahalli 
Taluk-562110, Karnataka. 

-do- 

29. 

99-Hosakote 

ShriH.V. Venkabairo, 

1st Cross, T.G. ExtensionHosakote 
Town-562114, Karnataka. 

-do- 

30. 

104-Malavalli (SC) 

K.N. Shiva-shankar, 

S/o. S. Nagaraju, 

Police Quarters, Malavalli, Karnataka. 

-do- 


,<?C M Gi| /05-g 
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31. 104-Malavalli (SC) 


32, 105-Mandya 

33. 107-Srirangapatna 


34. 107-Srinuigapatna 


35. 112-Banmir 


36. 116-Warasi i nhara j a 


37. ! 21 -GimcUupet 


38. 137-Sullia (SC) 


39. 130-Vittla 


40. 141-Bantwal 


41. 141-Bantwal 

42. 141=Bantwal 

43. 142-Mangalore 


4 


Sltri Mantva Linga. 

S/o Kundaiah. 

Settyhalli. Mallavalli Tq.. 

Karnataka. 

Sh. Arif Pasha. 

Dr No. 2778.4th Cross. Gandhi Nagar. 
Maud} a. Karnataka, 

Slur M Sanlosh. 

S/o. Laic. S. Mariyappa. Jain Temple 
Road. SrirangapatnaTown. 

Karnataka 

Shri Yogendra Patel Marigowda. 

S/o Patel Marigowda. A. Hullukerc 
Village. Bevinahalli Post. 

Kothalhi Hobli, Mandya Taluk. 
Karnataka. 

Sliri M. Nagaraju. 

S/o Late. Marigowda. No. 487. 

A and B Block. Kuvempunagara. 

K ly so re-5 7002 3. Karnataka 

Sm i Pushpa, 

y^K T oth Main. Saraswathipuram. 
Mwne. Karnataka 
Shri Lakslunana Setty. 

S/o Rushesclty. Oddaralialli. Village. 
Yaraganahallv Post. Chantarajn nagar 
Taluk. Karnataka. 

Sh. Raja PalJaniajal. 

S/o Babu. Pallantajalu House. 

B.Mooda Village. 

Modankapu post, 

Bantwala Taluk, Karnataka. 

Sh N. Lkunodara Poojary, 

Nidya House, Vittla Kasba Village, 
Bantwal Taluk, 

D.K. District, Karnataka. 

Sh. Madhava KulalB, 

338. Y 9th Main Road, llnd Cross. 

7th Block, 4th Phase Banashankari. 

3rd Stage, Bangalore. Pin-560085. 
Karnataka. 

Sliri Krishnappa Poojary T. 

Theta House, Baltliila Village & post. 
Bantwal Taluk. Karnataka 

Sliri Shivaprasad. 

Solthady House, Kariyangala Village. 
Banhval Taluk, Karnataka. 

Shri D.M. Aslant, 

S/o D.M. Rafiquc, D.M. House. 

JM. Road, Bunder, Mangalore-575001. 
Karnataka. 


Accounts not lodged 


-do- 

-do- 


-do- 


-do- 


-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 
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44. 142-Mangalore 


45. 142-Mangalore 


46. 143-Ullal 


47. 146-Udupi 


48. 155-Binir 


49. 159-Hlehonnur (SC) 


50. 161-Honnali 


51. 162-Shimoga 


52. 164-Hosanagar 


53. 167-Shikaripura 


54. 183-Rambemiur 


55 185-Haveri 


Sh. K. Mathai, 

S/o Kuria Kose, Plat No. D-3 9 
Mangalagangothri Road, Konaje, 
Mangalore, Karnataka. 

Sh. B. Vidyananda Rao Shet, 

S/o BangaraRao, Bejai New Road, 
Bejai, Mangalore-575004, 

Karnataka. 

Sh. Muzafar, 

Bythulnaz K.C. Road, Talapady 
Mangalore Taluk, Kamataka. 

Sh. Nithyananda Volakadu, 

S/o Rama Saralaya Compound 
Volakadu, Udupi, Kamataka. 

Sh. T.N. Mallesh Rao, 

Thayar Stree, Tarikere, 

Kamataka. 

Sh. D. Ramachandrappa, 
Mantrghatta, lttegehalli, Nallur, 
Chanagiri. Davangere Dist., 
Kamataka. 

Sh. Krishmamurtliy H.B., 

S/o H.B. Kadasiddappa 
DoddagannaraBeedi Honnali Town, 
Davangere Dist., Kamataka. 

Sint. K. Indirabai, 

W/o Kudli Srinivasachar, 

43/1. K.R. Puram Road Vandana 
Talkies. Left Side, Shimoga. 
Kamataka. 

Sliri S. Elumalai, 

H. No. 103/3, K.R. PuramRoad, 

(Left Side), Shimoga, Kamataka. 

Dr. M. Gangadharappa. 

Taluk Office Road, Shikaripuni, 
Kamataka. 

Sh. Allabhakash Neelagar. 
NeclagarOni. Jimgimakangalli, 
Ranebennur. Kamataka. 

Sh. Bankapur Ganashappa Yallappa, 
Near Manohar Talkies, 

Haveri Kamataka. 


Accounts not lodged 


-do- 


-do- 


-do- 


Accounts not lodged in 
the manner as required 
by law. 

Accounts not lodged 


-do- 


-do- 



-do- 


-do- 


-do- 
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56. 

187-Mundaragi 

Shri Bandi Sahddevappa Veerappa, 

At post Gavaravad Tq. 

Dist Gadag, Karnataka. 

Accounts not lodged 

57. 

205-Sadalga 

Sh. Bharat Devagouda Nasalapure, 
At/Post: GalatagaTal; Chikkodi, 
Karnataka. 

-do- 

58. 

* 

205-Sadalga 

Sh. Mahantesh Bhimappa Kambar, 
At/Post: SadalagaTal: Chikkodi, 
Karnataka. 

-do- 

59. 

205-Sadalga 

Sh. Desai Babasaheb Balasaheb. 
Aliamprabhu Nivas, Nippani, 

Tal: Chikkodi, Karnataka. 

-do- 

60. 

205-Sadalga 

Sh. SunildattaMalagc, 

At/Post: Sadalaga, Tal; Chikkodi, 
Karnataka. 

-do- 

61. 

206-Cliikkodi (SC) 

Sint. Sujatha Ramesh Kamble, 
At/Post-Nasalapur, Taluka-Cliikkodi, 
Karnataka. 

-do- 


[No. 76/KT-LA/2005] 
By Order. 
TAP AS KUMAR, Secy. 
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